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Chris:

As | indicated to you and to Charlie a few days ago, | am working now on those sections of the Final Report that are not
contingent on what the Commissioners ultimately adopt at their August 23-24th scheduled mark-up.

One of those sections is what | have proposed as "Chapter Three, Previous Experience with Base Closure." Belowis a
draft of that chapter.

DRAFT_Chpt3_Prev
_Exp_Base_Clos...

In all prior BRAC reports that | have handy (i.e., the 1995 and 1993 reports), there was always a chapter that dealt with the
'History of Base Closure.' This was essentially a narrative that explained the inherent political difficulties with base closure
between Congress and the Presidency, and sketched out the key developments and political compromises along the way.
Having read through the previous accounts of base closure history several times in both reports, and comparing the
histories to what Dan Else and other Congressional Research Service (CRS) analysts have written, as well as reviewing
some internet-based analyses (much of which derives from the previously mentioned sources), | have endeavored to
update BRAC history from 1995 to the present. Thus, | am proud to present my draft version of Chapter 3.

The process of the current 2005 round has not been included in this chapter 3 draft, as | will discuss the key
Congressional statutes and DoD regulations that comprise the 2005 BRAC round in Chapter 4. The prior 1995 BRAC
Commission report has also been organized in this way, and | liked this approach and feit it is a better approach. In the
1993 Commission report, the 'history of base closure' is naturally much shorter, much more cursory, and folds directly into
the 1993 DoD and Commission process. So the 1993 model is not being followed under my proposal -- the 1995 model is.

When you have the time to review my draft text for Chapter 3, you will notice that | have essentially done three things:

(1) L kept the bulk of the prior 1995 Report's historical narrative from the 1960s until 1995, but I also made some
changes to the previous text on the history to make it institutionally more balanced.

The reasons for my changes flow from the fact that | felt the 1995 narrative was much too DoD-centric and not balanced
enough between the points of view of Congress and the Presidency. After all, the BRAC Commission is supposed to be
independent and call the shots they way they see them. So I felt it would not make sense for our 2005 report to basically
tell the story almost entirely from the DoD viewpoint. That's not the directive of our Commissioners, so therefore | felt free
to make some changes where necessary.

For instance, in the 1995 historical narrative, Congress is consistently portrayed as an incompetent and parochial
institution that always alleges political motives to base closures without any shred of evidence being presented to back up
these assertions. Base closures are always presented in the 1995 and 1993 reports as an unmitigated 'good' for the
country that are like unpleasant tasting but vitally necessary medicine. Of course, DoD always feels this way, and in some
cases their view can be substantiated by evidence. But on the other hand, Congress' view (that DoD sometimes plays fast
and loose with the rules and the data in the closure decisionmaking process) also has evidence to support it. So | added
two specific examples that explain why Congress felt the way it did: the 1964 closure of Amarillo Air Force Base in Texas,
and the 1988 proposed closure of Fort Dix, New Jersey (which was subsequently overturned by the 1991 Commission). If
you read my revised narrative first, and then the original 1995 Commission's narrative afterwards, you'll clearly see what
I'm talking about. The 1995 Commission narrative can be accessed in searchable html text online at:
http://www.jameslandrith.com/dbcrc/chapter4.htmi




(2)1 added 2 Section to the narrative that essentially tallies up the net statistical impact of all the prior rounds of
BRAC. Since there is not uniformity or universal agreement on these statistical summaries, | have included several
sources for balance and even-handedness purposes. | included this section in Chapter 3 to help readers in Chapter 4 to
compare the scale of what we're facing in 2005 versus what all four prior rounds of BRAC had to deal with cumulatively.
The total number of recommendations our 2005 Commission must consider is almost equal to -- if not greater than -- all

the prior round recommendations put together.

(3) Lastly, | included an extensive narrative explaining the intense controversy in Congress over the fallout from
the 1995 BRAC round which erupted over the Clinton Administration's "privatization in place” policies in CA and
TX. |included this section because it is simply impossible to understand why BRAC was allowed to lapse in 1995, and
essentially remained frozen for 10 years, without understanding the privatization-in-place debate. Almost every public
source discussing the history of BRAC from 1995 to 2005 discusses the controversies over Kelly and McClellan AFBs. So
even though this issue has partisan emotions wrapped into it, aimost all outside observers agree with the conclusion |
included in the narrative. Namely, that GOP Congressional anger over Clinton's politicization of the 1995 BRAC process
pretty much ended any serious discussion in Congress over reauthorizing BRAC until Clinton's presidency was over. And
in fact, this is precisely what happened. Bush won in 2000, and BRAC was reauthorized a year later. | have tried my best
to be as balanced as the facts permit when describing the debate over privatization-in-place.

One of the reasons | spent more time on this subject than | had originally expected was because of the personal
experiences of one of our Commissioners — former Rep. Jim Hansen of Utah — in the debate itself. As it became clear just
how central to the debate former Rep. Hansen was, | felt it was even more imperative that the story be fully explored and
its implications for BRAC history defined. After all, if | tried to minimize or downplay the debate, I'm sure Commissioner
Hansen would quickly object, as he was a front-row participant to the whole issue for several years and knows the subject
perhaps better than anyone in the country.

-Andy

Andrew V. Napoli

Editor in Chief

Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission (BRAC)
2521 South Clark Street, Suite 600

Arlington, VA 22202

Main Phone: 703-699-2950

Direct: 703-699-2981

Fax: 703-699-2735
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[DRAFT] Chapter 3: Previous Experience with Base Closure

HISTORY OF BASE CLOSURE

Closing military installations has always been a difficult process. Whether closures are designed
to reduce military overhead, enhance readiness and modernization, or reflect the realities of
changing international threats, the impact of these decisions on local communities can be
dramatic and painful. Additionally, the decision-making process itself has had a controversial
history, punctuated with accusations of political interference and retribution.

In the early 1960's, President Kennedy concluded that the large defense base structure developed
during World War II and the Korean conflict was no longer necessary. At the President's
direction, Secretary of Defense Robert McNamara developed and implemented a base closure
program. The criteria governing the selection process were established primarily within the
Office of the Secretary of Defense, with minimal consultation with the military departments or
Congress. Hundreds of bases closures and realignments took place during this period, and more
than 60 major bases were closed. Despite extensive restructuring of military installations by the
Department of Defense (DoD), many federal, state, and local political leaders feared that base
closures were sometimes used by the Executive Branch to punish uncooperative legislators were
prevalent.

One example that is often publicly cited is the case of Amarillo Air Force Base, which was
closed in 1964. Some accounts allege that Amarillo AFB was closed by President Lyndon B.
Johnson after the local Texas panhandle region voted against him in the 1964 Presidential
election with Barry Goldwater. Others have asserted that President J ohnson threatened closure
of the base in order to try and win votes from Texas Congressmen for extending the national debt
limit, and when he failed to secure the votes he followed through on his threat and the base was
shut down shortly thereafter.

In 1965, Congress passed legislation setting up reporting requirements designed to provide more
Congressional oversight in any DoD base closure program. The legislation was vetoed by
President Johnson, further exacerbating the growing confrontation between the Executive and
Legislative Branches of government. Despite this antagonistic situation, the Department of
Defense still maintained broad legal authority to complete base realignments and closures, and
did so routinely throughout the 1960's.

During the 1970's, however, DoD found it increasingly difficult to realign or close installations
due to continued attempts by Congress to more extensively regulate the base closure process and
to limit or deny base closure funding. In 1976, the Military Construction Authorization Bill
contained a provision prohibiting any base closure or reduction of more than 250 civilian
employees until the Department had notified Congress of the proposed actions, assessed the
personnel and economic impacts, followed the study provisions of the National Environmental
Policy Act (NEPA), and waited nine months. This bill was vetoed by President Ford, and the
Congressional veto override effort failed.



DCN: 12008

An important turning point in the struggle between Congress and the Executive Branch occurred
in 1977. In that year, Congress succeeded in enacting legislation which significantly altered
DoD's ability to close military bases unilaterally. This statute: Title 10, United States Code,
Section 2687, required the Department of Defense to notify Congress if an installation became a
closure or realignment candidate. The law also subjected all proposed closure actions to the
comprehensive environmental evaluation requirements of the NEPA process, as well as to local
economic and strategic consequence reports. In addition, DoD was required to wait 60 days for
Congress to respond to its recommendations before DoD could proceed with its base
restructuring proposals. These and other procedural requirements established in Section 2687,
combined with general Congressional reluctance to further close or fundamentally alter military
bases, effectively halted base closures.

For a decade following the passage of Section 2687, all attempts at closing major installations
failed, and proposed realignments of small military units were often thwarted by Congressional
delegation upset at the prospect of losing important jobs and contracts associated with the
military missions proposed for alteration. At the same time, the 1980's witnessed a dramatic
increase in defense spending and rapid military expansion, reaching its peak in 1985. As the
defense budget declined in absolute and relative terms during subsequent years, the size of the
U.S. armed forces changed, yet the base structure remained unaltered. As a result, the Defense
Department and the Executive Branch argued that readiness was being threatened as the services
struggled to pay the operating costs of unneeded bases and infrastructure.

THE 1988 COMMISSION

By 1988, the Defense budget had declined for three straight years and was predicted to decline
further. To ensure that scarce DoD resources would be devoted to the most pressing operational
and investment needs rather than maintaining unneeded property, facilities, or overhead,
Secretary of Defense Frank Carlucci chartered the Defense Secretary’s Commission on Base
Realignment and Closure on May 3, 1988. The Commission sought to close obsolete military
bases and bring the base structure in line with the declining force structure. Enacted into law in
October, 1988, Public Law 100-526 provided the statutory basis for this one-time approach. The
law also provided relief from certain statutory impediments to closures, such as a partial

exemption from NEPA, delegated property disposal authority, and an expedited process for
Congressional review of BRAC recommendations.

The 1988 Commission was co-chaired by former Senator Abraham Ribicoff and former
Congressman Jack Edwards. Other commissioners appointed by the Secretary of Defense were
Louis W. Cabot; W. Graham Claytor, Jr.; Donald F. Craib, Jr.; Thomas F. Eagleton; Martin R.
Hoffmann; Bryce Poe II; William H. Rowden; James C. Smith II; Donn A. Starry; and Russell E.
Train. The 1988 Commission issued its report on December 29, 1988. It recommended the
closure of 86 military facilities and the realignment of 59 others, with an estimated savings of
$693.6 million annually. The 1988 commission’s recommendations represented a reduction of
approximately 3 percent of the domestic base structure. The 1988 Commission’s authority
expired after the submission of its final report.
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Public Law 100-526 required Secretary Carlucci to accept or reject the 1988 Commission’s
recommendations in its entirety. In January, 1989, he accepted all of the recommendations. The
law provided Congress with the same accept-or-reject-in-full option. In May, 1989, the
Congressional review period expired without the enactment of a joint resolution of disapproval.
As a result, the Commission’s 1988 recommendations went into effect and have the force of law.

Implementation of the 1988 Commission’s recommendations was required to start by January,
1990, and to be completed by October, 1995.

Enactment of P.L. 100-526 constituted recognition by both the Executive and Legislative
branches that consolidation in the military basing structure could be a way to realize savings in
the defense budget, while not meaningfully impairing the ability of the armed forces to carry out
their missions.

The 1988 Commission was appointed by, and reported directly to, the Secretary of Defense. It
generated its own list of recommended closures and realignments. All hearings and votes were
conducted in closed sessions. Little information about how the Commission arrived at its
recommendations was made available to the public.

Although designed to break the stalemate and balance the prerogatives of the two branches of
government, the Congressional response was reminiscent of the base closing activities of the
early 1960’s. The closed and secretive nature of the 1988 closure process stoked the fears and
concerns of Congressional critics who felt the closure list unfairly targeted facilities located in
Congressional districts represented by certain Members who were out of favor with the
Administration. In addition, the subjective biases or pre-ordained conclusions of the individual
decision makers in the 1988 closure process often found their way into the final
recommendations in the absence of outside oversight. Without a clear and auditable analytical
and decision-making process, favorable or unfavorable impressions of an installation could come
from decision-makers’ personal experiences that had little if anything to do with the quantifiable
or objective military value of the base, such as the quality of its Officer’s Club, golf course,
Commissary, or access to off-base recreational activities.

One example cited in the subsequent Congressional hearings about the 1988 Commission’s
shortcomings was Fort Dix, New Jersey, which was a major facility recommended for closure.
Members of the New Jersey Congressional delegation, including Senator Bill Bradley and Rep.
Jim Saxton, protested that data or analyses which contradicted the Commission’s conclusions
were either unavailable to the Commission, or kept out of the public realm. Another New Jersey
Congressman (Rep. Chris Smith) pointed out that not a single Commissioner or staff member
even bothered to visit Fort Dix and get a first-hand look at the installation they had
recommended for closure.

Many of the 1988 Commission’s experiences — both positive and negative — were incorporated
and applied into ‘lessons learned’ during future BRAC rounds. For instance, subsequent
Commissioners and staff conducted a large number of site visits — especially at the most heavily
impacted installations. In the case of Fort Dix, enough controversy had been generated to
convince the 1991 BRAC Commission to overturn the 1988 closure recommendation (setting off
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a series of ‘re-directs’ in which later Commissions modified or nullified the recommendations of
prior ones).

CHANGING WORLD SITUATION

The end of the Cold War fundamentally altered the international political landscape. The late
1980’s and early 1990’s saw the fall of the Berlin Wall, the demise of the Warsaw Pact, and the
breakup of the Soviet Union. These events dramatically changed U.S. military requirements. It
became clear that our national defense posture had to change along with the world
circumstances. The Department of Defense argued that the effectiveness of our military could be
strengthened, and costs reduced, through a more efficient military base structure. At the same
time, the rapidly growing national debt became an increasingly urgent political issue. Thus, base
closures and realignments became a part of each military department’s budget strategy for
balancing their base structure with their declining force structure.

Public Law 100-526, however, established a onetime only Commission, which expired on
December 31, 1988. Consequently, closing or realigning bases was once again governed by the
procedures mandated by Section 2687 of Title 10, United States Code — procedures that had de-
facto prevented base closures for over a decade.

To address the problem of excess infrastructure, in January, 1990, Secretary of Defense Richard
Cheney unilaterally proposed the closure of 35 additional bases and the realignment or reduction
of forces at more than 20 other bases. The Office of the Secretary of Defense, however, had
failed to provide specific written guidance to the military services and defense agencies on how
to evaluate bases for possible closure or realignment. The services, consequently, all used
different processes to come up with their recommendations.

Not surprisingly, the 1990 recommendations submitted by Secretary Cheney were met with
Congressional protests that the list was politically influenced and marred by inconsistent
assessments of military value. And, as in the past, Congress was criticized for being

institutionally incapable of making tough decisions that were good for the country but painful for
some congressional districts. Recognizing the need to further reduce the defense base structure,

and to ensure a fair process, Congress passed the Defense Base Closure and Realignment Act of
1990 (Title XXIX of Public Law 101-510).

This law effectively halted all closures based on the Secretary’s January, 1990, list and required
a new series of procedures for closing or realigning bases.

P.L. 101-510: THE DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT COMMISSION

Signed by President George H.W. Bush on November 5, 1990, P.L. 101-510 created an
independent, five-year Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission (still colloquially
referred to as the “BRAC Commission”), with closure rounds in 1991, 1993, and 1995. The act
outlined procedures, roles, and time lines for the President, Congress, Department of Defense
(DoD), Government Accountability Office (GAO), and the BRAC Commission to follow.
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The 1990 legislation required that all bases be compared equally against the Department of
Defense’s current force-structure plan and congressionally approved selection criteria. For each
of the next three BRAC rounds, the services and DoD agencies submitted their candidates for
closure and realignment to the Secretary of Defense for his review. After reviewing service
candidates, the Secretary submitted his recommendations to the BRAC Commission for its
independent review.

The 1991, 1993 and 1995 BRAC Commissions had four months to scrutinize and analyze the
Secretary’s recommendations. In addition, the Commission possessed the authority to add,
delete, or modify the Secretary’s list. On July 1, the Commission submitted its report with
recommendations to the President for his consideration. The President had 15 days to either
accept or reject the Commission’s recommendations in their entirety; if he rejected them, the
Commission could give the President a revised list of recommendations. If the President
accepted the Commission’s recommendations, he forwarded the list to the Congress. The law
provided Congress with only two options: do nothing and accept the list, or reject it in full by
passing a joint resolution of disapproval. If such a resolution were passed by both Houses of
Congress, it would be subject to a veto by the President. If the joint resolution of disapproval
fails to become law, then the BRAC Commission’s recommendations become the law of the
land.

The BRAC Commission was created “to provide a fair process that will result in the timely
closure and realignment of military installations inside the United States.” Established as an
independent Presidential Commission, lawmakers intended the BRAC Commission to be a
model of open government. Public Law 101-510 required each Commission to conduct public
hearings on the Secretary of Defense’s list of closures and realignments and on any proposed
changes to those recommendations. In addition, its records were made open to public scrutiny.

Procedurally, the 1988 DoD Commission and the Defense Base Closure and Realignment
Commission differed substantially. The 1988 Commission, working for the Secretary of Defense,
generated an internal list of recommended closures and realignments that were reviewable
essentially by no one outside of DoD. Under the law governing the 1991, 1993, and 1995
Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commissions, they independently reviewed and
analyzed the Secretary of Defense’s recommendations and submitted its findings and
recommendations directly to the President. If the process was in danger of resulting in a poor
outcome, the President could end the process at multiple stages (although he could not pick and
choose among individual recommendations). To ensure an independent process, the law required
the Government Accountability Office (GAO) to provide the Commission a detailed analysis of
the Secretary of Defense’s recommendations and selection process. The GAO also assisted the
Commission in its analysis of the Secretary’s recommendations.

The process under which the 1991, 1993, and 1995 BRAC Commissions operated was open,
largely transparent, and heavily insulated from partisan politics. The Commission met only
during the non-election years of 1991, 1993, and 1995. All meetings and hearings were open to
the public. The BRAC Commission provided numerous opportunities to receive testimony and
viewpoints from interested parties, as well as community and Congressional leaders. Transcripts
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of hearings, correspondence, and other data received by the Commission were available for
public review.

Every major site proposed for closure during the 1991 thru 1995 timeframe was visited by at
least one commissioner, in order to gain a firsthand look at the installations, as well as to provide
the public with an opportunity to explain the economic and other impacts a closure would have
on the local community.

THE 1991 COMMISSION

As provided in the statute, the 1991 Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission
consisted of eight members appointed by the President, with the advice and consent of the
Senate. In selecting individuals to be nominated for membership on the Commission, the
President was directed to consult with the Speaker of the House of Representatives concerning
the appointment of two members, the majority leader of the Senate concerning the appointment
of an additional two members, and the minority leaders of both Chambers for one member each.
The final two appointments were made independently by the President.

The 1991 Commission was chaired by former Representative Jim Courter. Other commissioners
were William L. Ball III; Howard H. Callaway; General Duane H. Cassidy, USAF (ret.); Arthur
Levitt, Jr.; James C. Smith IT; Robert D. Stuart, Jr.; and Alexander B. Trowbridge
(Commissioner Trowbridge resigned from the Commission on May 17, 1991).

The Commission received Secretary of Defense Cheney’s .recommendations on April 12, 1991.
It held 47 base visits, 14 regional hearings, and 9 investigative hearings in Washington, D.C. The
Commission sent its report to the President on July 1, 1991, recommending the closure of 34
bases and the realignment of 48 others. These actions generated an estimated FY 1992-1997 net
savings of $2.3 billion and recurring savings of $1.5 billion annually after a one-time cost of $4.1
billion. This represented a reduction of approximately 5.4 percent of the domestic base structure.

The President accepted all of the Commission’s recommendations on July 11, 1991, and
forwarded the Commission’s report with his approval to the Congress. On July 30, 1991, by a
vote of 60 to 364, the House rejected a resolution of disapproval. Consequently, the
recommendations of the 1991 Commission had the force of law.

The 1991 closures and recommendations were required to begin in July, 1993 and had to be
completed by July, 1997.

THE 1993 COMMISSION

The second Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission to operate under P.L. 101-510
was again chaired by former Representative Jim Courter, the 1991 Commission chair. Other
commissioners included Captain Peter B. Bowman, USN (ret.); Beverly R. Byron; Rebecca G.
Cox; General Hansford T. Johnson, USAF (ret.); Arthur Levitt, Jr.; Harry C. McPherson, Jr.; and
Robert D. Stuart, Jr. (Commissioner Levitt, who also served as a commissioner during the 1991
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round, resigned from the Commission on May 4, 1993, following his appointment by President
Bill Clinton to be Chairman of the Securities and Exchange Commission).

The Commission received Secretary of Defense Les Aspin’s recommendations for base closures
and realignments on March 12, 1993. The Commission held 125 base visits, 17 regional
hearings, and 16 investigative hearings in Washington, D.C. It submitted its report to the
President on July 1, 1993, recommending the closure of 130 bases and the realignment of 45
others. Estimated FY 1994-1999 net savings were approximately $3.8 billion after one-time costs
of approximately $7.43 billion. The savings from these actions are estimated to total
approximately $2.33 billion annually. These approved closures and realignments represent a
further reduction of approximately 6.2 percent of the domestic base structure.

The President accepted all of the Commission’s recommendations on July 2, 1993, and
forwarded the Commission’s report with his approval to the Congress. On September 20, 1993,
by a vote of 12-83, the Senate rejected a resolution of disapproval of the Commission’s
recommendations. Consequently, the recommendations of the 1993 Commission had the force of
law. The 1993 recommendations were required to begin by July, 1995, and had to be completed
by July, 1999.

THE 1995 COMMISSION

The third BRAC Commission to operate under P.L. 101-510 was chaired by former U.S. Senator
Alan J. Dixon. The other commissioners were: Alton W. Cornella; Rebecca G. Cox; General
James B. Davis, USAF (Ret.); S. Lee Kling; Rear Admiral Benjamin F. Montoya, CEC, USN
(Ret.); Major General Josue (Joe) Robles, Jr., USA (Ret.); and Wendi L. Steele.

The Secretary of Defense submitted his list of proposed military base closures and realignments
to the Commission on February 28, 1995. The Secretary’s 1995 recommended actions affected
146 domestic military installations, including 33 major closures, 26 major realignments, and an
additional 27 changes to prior base closure round decisions, or “redirects.”

The statute also required the Secretary of Defense to base all recommendations on a force-
structure plan submitted to Congress with the Department’s FY 1996 budget request and on
selection criteria developed by the Secretary of Defense and approved by Congress. For the 1995
Commission process, the Secretary of Defense announced that the selection criteria would be
identical to those used during the 1991 and 1993 base closure rounds.

Every major site proposed for closure or realignment was visited by at least one commissioner.
These visits enabled the commissioners to gain a firsthand look at the installations.
Commissioners also heard from members of the public about the effect that closures would have
on local communities. The Commission held 13 investigative hearings, conducted 206 fact-
finding visits to 167 military installations and activities, held 16 regional hearings nationwide,
listened to hundreds of Members of Congress, and received thousands of letters from concerned
citizens from across the country. All meetings were open to the public. All data received by the
Commission, as well as all transcripts of Commission hearings, were available for public review.
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As required by law, The Government Accountability Office (GAO) evaluated DoD’s selection
process and recommendations, and provided the Commission and Congress with a report
containing their detailed analysis of the process on April 15, 1995. GAO subsequently testified
before the Commission on April 17, 1995, presenting its findings and recommendations to the 8
Commissioners.

Based on military installation visits, hearings, and its own review and analysis, the Commission
voted to consider alternatives and additions to the Secretary’s list. On March 7, 1995, and again
on May 10, 1995, the Commission voted to consider a total of 32 installations as possible
alternatives and additions to the 146 bases recommended for closure or realignment by the
Secretary of Defense.

After thorough review and analysis, the Commission recommended the closure or realignment of
a grand total of 132 military installations in the United States. This total included 123 of the 146
closure or realignment recommendations of the Secretary of Defense (an average Commission
acceptance rate of 84.2%). Of the 36 military installations identified by the Commission as
possible “add” candidates for realignment or closure consideration during its deliberations, only
9 were ultimately adopted and approved (an average “add” acceptance rate of 25%).

The Commission estimated at the time that the closure or realignment of these 132 military
installations would require one-time, upfront costs of $3.6 billion, and would result in annual
savings of $1.6 billion once implemented. Over the next 20 years, the total savings were
estimated at approximately $19.3 billion. The 1995 recommendations represented the first time
that the Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission had recommended savings greater
than those originally proposed by the Secretary of Defense.

The 1995 Commission’s recommendations were submitted to the President on June 30, 1995.
Unlike previous rounds of base closures, President Clinton neither accepted, nor rejected, the
Commission’s proposals in their entirety. In his July 13, 1995 transmittal letter to Congress,
seemed to approve the Commission’s recommendations, but at the same time he expressed
concerns about the magnitude of job losses in California and Texas, and defended the use of
privatization as a part of the base closure process.

The full House of Representatives rejected a resolution of disapproval on September 8, 1995 by a
vote of 345-75. The Senate did not act on a similar resolution. As a result, the entirety of the
Commission’s recommendations became law. This was the central component of how the
BRAC process had deliberately been structured — neither the President nor Congress could ‘pick
and choose’ which BRAC recommendations they wanted to accept, and which recommendations
they wanted to reject. It was an all-or-nothing choice for both branches of government.

TALLYING UP THE 1988, 1991, 1993, AND 1995 BRAC ROUNDS

One would normally assume it would be a simple thing to answer the question, “how many bases
and installations were closed, realigned, or modified by all four prior BRAC rounds?” But in
fact, a tally from the four base closure and realignment (BRAC) commissions, on the basis of
their individual final reports, does not yield a simple answer. Counting up all four reports’
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recommendations results in a total of 534 actions to close, realign, or otherwise affect specific
bases, facilities, and activities.

The breakdown for each of the commissions’ reports is as follows, according to the
Congressional Research Service (CRS):

1988 BRAC: 145 recommendations
1991 BRAC: 82 recommendations
1993 BRAC: 175 recommendations
1995 BRAC: 132 recommendations

534 individual recommendations

Adding to the difficulty of summarizing the number of prior closures and realignments, the 1995
BRAC commission report stated that the cumulative number of BRAC decisions from all four
rounds totaled 505 -- not the 534 as calculated above. In addition, in December 1998, the
Government Accountability Office (GAO) reported that the four BRAC commissions generated
499 recommendations, but that in its final tally “only 451 of these ultimately required action,
primarily because 48 were changed in some manner by recommendations of a later commission.”

Assessing the economic impact of the prior rounds of BRAC, the Department of Defense has
estimated that the four previous BRAC rounds have eliminated approximately 21 percent of
DoD's installation capacity that existed in 1988. Reducing and disposing of this infrastructure
cost the taxpayers an up-front investment of $22 billion, and through fiscal year 2001, produced
net savings of approximately $17.7 billion, which includes the cost of environmental cleanup.
Recurring savings and cost-avoidances beyond 2001 are approximately $7.3 billion annually.

A total of 97 bases and installations categorized by DoD as ‘major’ were closed as a result of the
1988 thru 1995 processes. In addition, DoD has stated there were 55 ‘major’ realignments and at
least 235 smaller sized closures and realignments as a result of past actions. According to the
Congressional Research Service, closure activities at all 451 major and minor facilities impacted
by prior BRAC recommendations were completed by the end of FY 2001, as scheduled.

In independent studies conducted over the last decade, both the Government Accountability
Office and the Congressional Budget Office have consistently concluded that realigning and
closing unneeded military installations produced savings that exceeded their costs. However,
GAO has also noted that tracking auditable savings from BRAC is extremely difficult because
DoD’s accounting systems are not structured to capture this kind of data. Moreover, most of the
‘savings’ take the form of cost avoidances — i.e., costs that would have been paid by DoD had
BRAC not occurred, and were therefore avoided. Since the future is inherently unknowable, cost
avoidances are much difficult to calculate in precise terms than cost savings.

GAO also produced slightly lower estimates of cost savings and avoidances from prior-BRAC
rounds. Its reports and research led to the conclusion of net cumulative BRAC savings of $16.7
billion through the end of FY 2001, and annual savings of $6.6 billion.
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THE DEBATE OVER ‘PRIVATIZATION IN PLACE’

The term “Privatization in Place” is used here to describe the policy mechanisms implemented
by President Clinton in response to the closures of McClellan Air Force Base (located in
Sacramento, California) and Kelly Air Force Base (San Antonio, Texas).

and realignment impacts than other states. Making matters worse, in the President’s view, the
1995 Commission “added” two additional installations over and above what DoD had
recommended for closure and/or realignment. Approximately 16,000 jobs at Kelly AFB and
11,000 jobs at McClellan AFB were due to be eliminated as a result of these two Commission
“adds.”

The Administration’s basic response to these two BRAC recommendations was to try and save
as many of the local jobs as possible. Even though the two Air Force Logistics Centers, or ALCs,
were to be formally closed by the final 1995 BRAC Commission recommendations, the
functions performed by the ALCs would not be transferred as originally planned to the remaining
three ALCs. Instead, the Air Force would “privatize-in-place” the ALC depot functions to
private contractors, who would in turn be encouraged and cajoled to perform the work in
Sacramento, California and San Antonio, Texas. As Defense Secretary William Perry described
the policy, DoD would “keep the key skilled workers at those bases there and working, but now
under contract to a private contractor, instead of as a government depot.” Since most of the
contractor’s skilled employees would in reality be the same government depot employees as
before, the net base closure impact on the local economies of Sacramento and San Antonio
would be reduced si gnificantly.

By way of background, during the development of the Air F orce’s 1995 closure and realignment
recommendations to the Secretary of Defense, the Air Force came to the conclusion that it did

The 1995 BRAC Commission, however, found during its deliberations that the Air Force’s
ALCs were collectively operating at 50 percent or lower of their tota] capacity, and ultimately

decided to close two of the five facilities in order to rationalize infrastructure costs versus the

report that there was “significant excess capacity and infrastructure in the Air Force depot
system.” The two facilities with the lowest efficiency and military value scores were McClellan
AFB in California and Kelly AFB in Texas; ergo the Commission recommended these
installations be added to the closure list.
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Under normal circumstances, when a BRAC Commission closed two of five facilities of a kind,
the remaining three facilities picked up additional workload (and jobs) from the closing facilities.
But under the “privatization in place” policy, the three so-called “receiver” installations would
instead be competing for shrinking workload with private contractors performing the work at the
soon-to-be “closed” Air Force installations. According to many observers, the “privatization in
place” approach was deeply controversial because it apparently violated the grand bargain that
had always underpinned the BRAC process: the President and the Department of Defense
reaped desired budget savings and force structure flexibility from base closures, while Congress
authorized the statute because it received reassurances that the decision making would be de-
politicized. The prior success of the BRAC formula was attributed to the fact that it made it
nearly impossible for either branch of government to pick and choose which facilities would
close or be realigned, and turned the final recommendations list into take-it-or-leave-it decision
for both the President and Congress. In this way, the ability for partisan or regional politics to
seep into the closure and realignment process was minimized.

The controversy over “privatization in place” took on added political significance as it became
clear that President Clinton planned to use his job-retention policy for California and Texas as a
component of his re-election strategy for 1996. In the aftermath of a historic Republican victory
in the 1994 Congressional elections — which put Republican majorities into the House and Senate
for the first time in many decades — many political advisers to President Clinton were concerned
about his political future and concluded that it was absolutely imperative that he carry the large
states of California and Texas in the 1996 re-election campaign.

During an October 17, 1996 campaign stump speech in San Antonio, Texas, President Clinton
indicated to Kelly AFB employees that his policies of privatization-in-place were directly
responsible for retaining many thousands of jobs in their community. The President stated, “for
five more years, Kelly will keep the jobs that would be here if closure had not been
recommended, and even eight years from now, more than two-thirds of Kelly’s jobs will still be
here.”

CONGRESSIONAL REACTION AND STATUTORY EXPIRATION

Many Members of Congress — especially on the Republican side of the aisle -- reacted very
negatively to the Kelly and McClellan AFB “privatization in place” policies of the Clinton
Administration — especially after it was explicitly used as a re-election tactic.

The historical distrust and tension between the Executive and Legislative branches of
governments re-emerged in full force over the issue of base closures and realignments after
1995. The Congressional Depot Caucus, in particular, spent much of the next five to ten years
fighting with the Department of Defense over various privatization-in-place related matters.
Virtually every single National Defense Authorization Act passed from FY 1996 onwards has
contained legislative language and/or report language on the topic.

Furthermore, many Members of Congress became skeptical of whether it was truly possible to

conduct base closures in a purely objective and non-partisan manner. Skepticism deepened
turther when Congressional Republicans released a copy of an April 26, 1998 memo written by
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acting Air Force Secretary F. Whitten Peters to Deputy Defense Secretary John J. Hamre. In the
memo, Air Force Secretary Whitten discussed a meeting he had with White House aide John
Podesta, in which Mr. Podesta allegedly urged him to try and persuade defense contractor
Lockheed Martin to bid on privatization contracts at McClellan Air Force Base in Sacramento,
California. The implication from the memo that many observers drew after its release was that
the White House wanted to potentially influence the bidding process in order to secure a favored
outcome — namely, convincing the winning bidder to conduct the work in California rather than
elsewhere. (Thereby depriving the remaining three ALCs of additional workload and jobs)

Any chance of the House of Representatives approving Secretary of Defense William Cohen’s
request to conduct two additional rounds of base closure in 2001 and 2005 generally ended after
the April 26, 1998 memo was divulged to the public. Many also cited the memo’s impact on a

- Senate Armed Services Committee vote held shortly thereafter, when it rejected Sen. John
McCain’s (R-AZ) amendment to allow a single round of base closures, in 2001. (Many
supporters of another BRAC round had been confident of a Senate victory that year.) Secretary
Cohen vigorously disputed the idea that the memo ‘proved’ that the Administration could not be
trusted by Congress to fairly conduct another base closure round. Nevertheless, in media
interviews afterwards he stated that “It was not artfully worded....I must say, the memo wasn’t
helpful.”

The aftershocks from the “privatization in place” debate were felt long afterwards. Another
reason for Congressional opposition to BRAC was the fact that base closure inherently entails
spending more money, not less, on BRAC-related environmental clean-up and transition costs
for a period of several years before net savings exceed net costs. Since the defense budget was
leaner than the historical average during most of the 1990s (especially as a percentage of gross
domestic product), many Members of Congress were deeply reluctant to embark on a politically
risky and controversial base closure process that would not yield net savings to DoD to fund
higher procurement and readiness spending for five or more years into the future.

For these and a variety of reasons, Congress refused to authorize any new rounds of BRAC while
the Clinton Administration remained in office. Secretary of Defense Cohen repeatedly asked for
new BRAC authority from Congress almost every year, but to no avail. Statutory authority for
BRAC was allowed to expire by Congress and not renewed until after a new Administration was
sworn into office, and until after the paradigm-shifting September 11, 2001 terrorist attacks.

During the ten year interval, the BRAC Commission’s permanent caretaker staff and other
institutional infrastructure that had been carefully built up to support the Commission (such as
office space, equipment, supplies, computers, etc.) disbanded after December 1995. The 2005
BRAC Commission would begin its work from scratch without any semblance of an ongoing
operation. Much institutional memory had been lost as well, with most prior BRAC Commission
staff (including augmentees) having dispersed to resume careers among the various regional
employers in the Washington, D.C. area.

12
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Controversy undermines Pentagon
base-closing effort

Last modified at 11:06 a.m. on Thursday, May 7, 1998

By TOM RAUM
Associated Press Writer

The Clinton administration's bid for another round of military base closings
has about two chances of making it through Congress any time soon,
according to those in both parties: slim and nonexistent.

ettt
Seldom are political battles as fierce and furious as those waged over closing
military bases. In a congressional election year like this one, passions can
reach a fever pitch.

The recent furor over an Air Force memo that Republicans said showed a
White House effort to intervene in the bidding process to save jobs in vote-
rich California doesn't make it any easier for Defense Secretary William
Cohen to make his case for more base closings.

It's a case the former Maine senator, a Republican, has been making to
former colleagues with little success for the past two years.

With the first budget surplus in 30 years in the offing, members of Congress
feel little pressure to cut spending by shutting down more military bases
most of which are longtime, well-established parts of the local economies.

Furthermore, many members are still reeling from earlier rounds of base
closing and seem little interested in seeing more. Three earlier rounds, in
1991, 1993 and 1995 closed 70 facilities.

Still, Cohen has told Congress repeatedly that the cash-strapped Pentagon
needs to close more bases. He argues the military must cut back unneeded
bases to keep troops ready to go to war and to reap long-term savings for
updating weaponry for the next century. He has urged Congress to vote this
year to authorize two new rounds: one in 2001, another in 2005.

It didn't strengthen Cohen's hand when the White House this week declined

to stand by the author of the memo at the center of the current controversy,
acting Air Force Secretary F. Whitten Peters.
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Peters' memo to Deputy Defense Secretary John Hamre suggested Deputy
White House Chief of Staff John Podesta wanted the Pentagon to press
Lockheed Martin Corp., a Bethesda, Md.-based defense contractor, to bid
for work at the closing McClellan Air Force Base in Sacramento, Calif. the
idea is that Lockheed Martin would do the work in the Sacramento area,
saving the jobs.

White House officials asserted the memo mischaracterized Podesta's role
and that he had made no such representations.

McClellan was on a 1995 list of bases to be closed as recommended by an
independent commission.

However, running for re-election in 1996, Clinton directed that private
contractors be allowed to assume some of the work at that base and at Kelly
Air Force Base in San Antonio. That outraged lawmakers from states with
fewer voters that had bases on the Pentagon's hit list.

In response, Congress added a provision to this year's defense authorization
bill requiring contracts to defense industry companies to be open and free
from the political process. It's that provision that Republicans claim was

_being violated in the McClellan case, where the administration hopes to save
8,700 jobs.

House Majority Leader Dick Armey, R-Texas, on Monday called for the
resignations of both Podesta and Peters.

He was partly mollified Tuesday when Pentagon officials said Peters had
removed himself from the matter and Cohen had ordered an outside review
of competition for jobs at McClellan.

"He clearly had a duty to protect the base-closing process from White House
meddling,"” Armey said.

Still, Armey told reporters the incident further undermines the process,
begun in 1990, where an outside, nonpartisan commission decides which
bases should be closed.

That process "is either going to be something (with) that kind of apolitical
integrity or it won't stand at all," Armey said.

Armey has standing to make such a statement. Then a backbencher, he was
the author of the 1990 legislation setting up the commission. At first, the
idea was scorned by colleagues who openly questioned the wisdom of
giving up congressional authority over which bases would close. But most
lawmakers and congressional analysts agree the system has generally
worked well.

Closing bases is particularly hard for Congress because keeping them open
allows members "to have their cake and eat it too," said Norman Ornstein, an
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analyst at the American Enterprise Institute. "You can be in favor of a strong
defense and get domestic spending in your district at the same time."

EDITOR'S NOTE: Tom Raum covers national and international affairs for
The Associated Press.
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The Base Closure Flap

Opposition to
closing more
bases centers on

Pentagon officials and leading members

of Congress generally agree that the
claims that the defegsq budgets proposed by the Clinton
. Administration for future years will not
. Cim?on be big enough to keep American forces
Administration combat ready and also finance a new
subverted the last generation of weapons. Congress also
BRAC round for tends to accept, with some quibbling, the
political purposes. Pentagon analysis that the services have
too much infrastructure, even after going
through four painful rounds of base
closings. And most lawmakers will
concede that the closing of unnecessary
bases should save money in the long run,
even though many question the Defense
Department's claims as to how much it

By Otto Kreisher yjj] save.

There, any trace of consensus ends.

Again this year, the anxious pleas by Defense Secretary William S.
Cohen and service leaders to cut expenses by closing more bases have
crashed into a solid wall of opposition from a small but powerful
group of lawmakers dedicated to protecting the Pentagon's major
industrial activities-air logistics centers, depots, and shipyards.

Political opposition to shuttering military facilities, always strong, is
intensified by widespread anger at President Clinton's handling of the
1995 base closures and by general reluctance of lawmakers to do
anything as politically risky as approving more base closings in an
election year. As a result, it appears certain that Congress again will
reject Cohen's request to authorize additional base closures after
2000.

Because any significant increase in military spending appears highly
unlikely, Cohen and the increasingly beleaguered service chiefs will
be forced to scramble for ways to pay for their weapons
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modernization programs while supporting forces spread inefficiently
over a Cold War base structure.

Air Force Hit Hard

The stalemate particularly hurts the Air Force, which is straining to
carry out increasingly frequent deployments of air expeditionary
forces to the Persian Gulf and elsewhere without stripping domestic
bases of essential support personnel. On that front, it appears to be
fighting a losing battle.

There can be no question that the services must find new sources of
financing-either through larger appropriations or by eliminating some
current costs. Various government and private studies put the gap
between projected budgets and actual needs at between $10 billion
and $26 billion per year by the middle of the next decade. Those
calculations are based on the assumption that the Defense Department
budgets will stay at about the current $260 billion level, adjusted for
inflation.

As a solution, DoD proposed additional base closure rounds. This has
been controversial, to say the least. Cohen's plan calls for two more
attempts to reduce the military's complex of operating and training
bases and support installations to the level needed by a force of about
1.36 million troops, the level prescribed by the Quadrennial Defense
Review.

The Way It's
Supposed to Work

For most of US history, administrations opened and closed bases almost at will,
President Lyndon B. Johnson closed down a number of installations in New

England, it is said, just to punish congressional delegations for opposing his
Vietnam War policies. That freedom was revoked in 1977 under legislation that
was cosponsored, ironically, by then-Sen. William S. Cohen (R-Maine).

By making major reductions or closures of military installations subject to
congressional, legal, and environmental scrutiny, the legislation prevented the
armed services from closing any major base for a decade.

To break that logjam, Congress passed a bill in 1987 that authorized an
independent, nonpartisan commission to review a list of bases the military
considered excess. It became known as the Base Realignment and Closure process.

The list approved by the BRAC commission had to be accepted or rejected in full
by the President and by Congress. And facilities approved for closure or major
cutbacks by that process were immune from the legal and environmental
challenges that had barred past actions.

BRAC commissions formed in 1988, 1991, 1993, and 1995 recommended the
closure of 97 major bases and more than 100 smaller facilities and major changes,
or realignment, of scores of other installations.
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With the glaring exception of the handling of two major Air Force facilities on the
1995 list, the BRAC process functioned as designed, with no political interference.

After failing last year to get more rounds, Cohen asked Congress this
year to authorize base closure proceedings in 2001 and 2005 but has
received little support. The law authorizing the expedited Base
Realignment and Closure process has expired and must be restored by
legislation. However, members of both the Senate Armed Services
Committee and House National Security Committee refused to
authorize new BRAC rounds. The matter may come up again in
future months, but it is unlikely that final legislation will overturn the
decisions of the two defense committees.

The Pentagon's request for new BRAC authority has been blocked by
a coalition of forces in Congress, formed around the small but
influential Depot Caucus. The caucus comprises about 50 lawmakers
whose constituents work at the shipyards, depots, air logistics centers,
and major laboratories. Two of the most vocal members of that group
are Rep. James V. Hansen (R-Utah), who chairs the Depot Caucus,
and Sen. James M. Inhofe (R-Okla.), who chairs the Senate Armed
Services Readiness Subcommittee, which controls the base closure
process.

Lingering Bitterness

Opposition has come from a host of Republicans in both chambers
and a number of Democrats on the authorizing committees, including
Rep. Ike Skelton (DMo.), the senior minority member of the House
National Security Committee. A major reason for the opposition, in
addition to general concerns about losing major sources of jobs in
their districts or the rarer concern that defense reductions have gone
too far, is the bitterness over the 1995 BRAC round. The bitterness
focuses on Clinton's attempt during the early part of his campaign for
reelection in 1996 to protect most of the jobs at two large USAF Air
Logistics Centers-Sacramento ALC at McClellan AFB, Calif., and
San Antonio ALC at Kelly AFB, Texas.

In the initial stages of the 1995 BRAC round, Air Force officials said
they wanted to realign and redistribute work at all five of the service's
ALCs without closing any, even though most were operating at about
50 percent of capacity. The other three facilities are Ogden ALC at
Hill AFB, Utah; Oklahoma City ALC at Tinker AFB, Okla.; and
Warner Robins ALC, Robins AFB, Ga.

Results of

Excess

Capacity

Analysis

Armed Force Change in
Capacity

http://www.afa.org/magazine/july1998/0798depots_print.html 5/21/2005



*The Base Closure Flap--July 1998

DCN: 12008
Relative to
Force
Structure
Since 1989
(as percentage of
2003 capacity}

Army 20-28

Navy 21-22

Air Force 20-24

DLA 35

All DoD 23

"The recommended realignments will consolidate production lines
and move workloads to a minimum number of locations, allowing the
reduction of personnel, infrastructure, and other costs," the Air Force
explained.

However, the BRAC commission rejected that plan, instead deciding
to close the Sacramento and San Antonio ALCs, which were rated as
the least efficient of the five depots. The commission justified its
decision by pointing to a General Accounting Office analysis. The
GAO said, "The Air Force recommendation may not be cost-effective
and does not solve the problem of excess depot capacity."

Thus, the BRAC commission called for outright closure of
Sacramento and San Antonio in 2001. It was assumed that the work
being performed at the two centers would then be shifted to the
surviving three depots. At least, that was the working assumption of
members of Congress representing the surviving depots.

According to the rules, which were followed in the three previous
BRAC rounds, the President and Congress can accept or reject the
commission's list in its entirety but cannot pick and choose among the
actions proposed.

Clinton, however, denounced the BRAC action, claiming that it
ignored the heavy economic impact of such a closure on the two
communities-particularly Sacramento, which already had been hit
hard, along with the rest of California, by past base closures.

The President and then-Defense Secretary William J. Perry also said
the two closures would severely affect Air Force readiness by
disrupting major maintenance programs.

During his reelection campaign, President Clinton promised to shield
the vote-rich states of California and Texas from the decisions of the
1995 commission. The result: No move to redistribute the workloads
ever was initiated. Instead, the President ordered the Air Force to
launch a competition that would "privatize in place" a major part of
the jobs at the two depots and to keep about 7,500 of the jobs at
Sacramento and 13,000 of the jobs at San Antonio until 2001, when
the ALCs should have been closed under the BRAC rules.
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Former Sen. Alan Dixon (D-Il1.), the chairman of the 1995 BRAC
Commission, later said the privatization effort was within the scope
of the commission's decision, but many lawmakers reacted with
outrage.

Results of Excess Capacity

Analysis for the Air Force
Change in
Capacity

Installation Category Relative to
Force Structure
Since 1989

(as a percentage of 2003

capacity)
Administration 21
Air Force Reserve* 69
Air National Guard no increase
*The Air Force Reserve
Depots . Command metric
p no merease measures apron area at
the bases in this category
. .. . and Total Aircraft
Education & Training no increase-28 Inventory within the

command. The increase

. . in AFRC i
Missiles & Large Aircraft 17-18 the resultof the

realignment of March,

. Grissom, and Homestead
Small Aircraft 28-42 AFBs from active duty

bases to AFRC

. . installations.
Space Operations no increase

Product Centers, Labs, & Test & Evaluation24-38
Total 20-24

Critics were quick to note that California and Texas were among the
most crucial states in the presidential election, and they accused the
President of blatantly politicizing the BRAC process. They charged
the Administration of "playing dirty," using its political clout to
ensure that government workers at the two facilities could easily find
work in the private sector.

The bitter reaction to Clinton's action on the two ALCs has been a
major factor ever since and was central in congressional opposition to
Cohen's requests for additional BRAC rounds.

The strongest reaction to Clinton's action came from the lawmakers
representing the three remaining ALCs. They and other Depot Caucus
members have fought the privatization effort throughout, trying to
ensure that the competition is won by the remaining ALCs and not by
commercial firms.

As developed by the Air Force, under White House pressure, the
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privatize-in-place initiative sought to get a commercial firm to win
the competition for much of the repairs and modifications done at
McClellan and Kelly with a proposal to do the work at the former Air
Force facilities.

Bundling Up

The competition has been complicated by Air Force requirements that
major parts of the work at the two ALCs be "bundled" into one
contract. The packaging, which the depot advocates tried to prevent,
has particular impact on Sacramento, because it combines the
airframe maintenance on KC-135s with the work of the aircraft's
hydraulics and other systems.

Ogden ALC, which is bidding on the Sacramento work, does not have
the facilities to work on the fuselage of such large aircraft. So it must
team with a commercial firm that could do work on the airframe.
Contracts are to be awarded in August.

Just when it appeared the depot controversy would simmer until then,
Clinton's congressional critics got their hands on what they took to be
an incriminating April 26 memo. The memo, written by acting Air
Force Secretary F. Whitten Peters to Deputy Defense Secretary John
J. Hamre, appeared to convey White House political pressure to again
help California. Peters reported that John Podesta, deputy White
House chief of staff, wanted the Pentagon to urge Lockheed Martin to
join the bidding on maintenance business at McClellan and to keep
the work in Sacramento.

Inhofe and Hansen reacted angrily, demanding that Cohen stop the
competition if he could not ensure a fair and open process free of
political pressure. "The White House has violated every ethical
standard, including the letter and spirit of the BRAC
recommendations and process," Inhofe said. "I can't believe the
Administration would be so blatant, so flagrant, and so dumb to put
this in print," Hansen said.

The flare-up over Sacramento and San Antonio came just as Cohen
and his supporters in Congress were making their last-ditch efforts to
get authorization for the new rounds included in the new defense
authorization bills. They had their eye particularly on the Senate
Armed Services Committee, where the proposal had failed on a tie
vote the year before. The committee turned thumbs-down on the
Cohen plan.

The Pentagon leader, reacting to congressional accusations, on May 35
set up a new process for deciding the fate of jobs at the two contested
Air Force bases. It will involve establishment of an "independent
review authority" to ensure fairness in the bidding process, said the
Pentagon. At the same time, the author of the memo, Peters, recused
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himself from decision-making,.

For all of the controversy, the BRAC process has proved to be
something less than the gold mine of income that BRAC founders had
predicted. It has cost much more than expected to close the bases,
mainly because of higher environmental cleanup costs.

VYoices
From the

Caucas

The Depot Caucus exerts major
influence on Capitol Hill. Rep.
James V. Hansen (RUtah), who
chairs the group, and Sen. James M.
Inhofe (ROKkla.), who chairs the
Senate Armed Services Readiness
Subcommittee, are the two key
figures.

"Congressman Hansen believes we
do need to close more bases," said a
senior Hansen aide, because there
are "too many runways and not
enough aircraft. But that's not the
reason the Pentagon wants to do it."
This aide said Cohen is pushing for
more base closures because "the
defense budget is underfunded by
$10 [billion] to $15 billion a year."

Because new rounds of base
closures will not show any real
savings for years, he insisted, "None
of that has a thing to do with getting
$15 billion more next year and the
year after that to solve the readiness
and modernization gap.

"My boss supports BRAC as a
necessary means to reduce
unnecessary infrastructure. The
thing he doesn't support is saying it
will cure the short-term budget
shortage,” he said.

Hansen, said the aide, also worries
about closing large expensive
facilities that could never be
regained if a future threat required a
defense buildup. "Do we think this
is as big as DoD is ever going to
get?" he asked.

"Senator Thurmond is opposed to more
rounds of base closure at this time," said
spokesman John Decosta. "He has said he
doesn't think we should move forward with
more rounds until we are finished with the
'95 round," Decosta said.

Thurmond "also is concerned that we may
be losing irreplaceable assets. ... We should
stop and think-What do we need? What
can't we do without?-instead of just closing
bases to get funds," the spokesman said.
"The savings won't cut in for many years."

In opening one of his budget hearings
earlier this year, Spence belittled the
increasing calls for more base closings.

"Judging from some of the recent rhetoric
coming from the Pentagon, you would
think BRAC was the miracle cure for
readiness, modernization, quality-of-life
shortfalls, and everything else that ails the
Department of Defense," he said.

"Even if Congress put aside legitimate
concerns about the integrity of the BRAC
process following the President's action
back in 1995," and closure rounds
proceeded as expected in 2001 and 2005,
"under the most optimistic of scenarios, not
one penny is likely to be saved until the
later part of the next decade or beyond,"
Spence said.

He wamed, "The process of closing bases
will result in significant additional net
costs to an already underfunded defense
budget. We are 10 years into the BRAC
experience and there is still a legitimate
debate about whether we are actually
saving any money yet. So calling for more
BRAC rounds may make for good theater,
but it offers no solutions in the foreseeable
future to the serious shortfalls confronting

the services."
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Similar opposition was voiced by
the chairmen of the two defense
authorizing committees, Sen. Strom
Thurmond and Rep. Floyd D.
Spence, both South Carolina

Republicans.

Worth It

However, the Pentagon claims BRAC has been well worth the effort.
In a report released April 2, the Pentagon told Congress that with
three BRAC rounds substantially completed and the 1995 round
partly done, the savings are exceeding the costs. It said that, by 2001,
when the approved BRAC actions are completed, the services will
have saved a net of $14 billion and will save $5.6 billion a year from
then on.

The report noted that, despite those actions, Pentagon infrastructure
reductions have failed to keep pace with the sharp drops in defense
spending and in forces since the end of the Cold War. Budgets have
been cut more than 40 percent and forces by 36 percent, but the base
structure by only 21 percent, Cohen said. That leaves at least 15
percent extra infrastructure, he said.

In an attempt to convince a skeptical Congress of the need for
additional BRAC rounds, the report tried to quantify the excess bases
by comparing the reductions in various operational or support forces
with the changes in the infrastructure they used.

That calculation indicated that infrastructure now exceeds force
structure requirements by 23 percent compared to the forces. To
remove that excess, the military would need two more rounds of
closures about the size of the last two BRACSs, Pentagon officials
said.

Multiplying the 23 percent excess infrastructure times the 259 major
installations left after four BRACs indicates there are about 55
unnecessary major bases. That is also the total number of large
facilities ordered closed in the last two rounds.

The Air Force, which started the BRAC process with more bases than
any of the other services, has closed a smaller share, and it still has
more major installations than the other services.

According to BRAC commission documents, the Air Force cut 14
percent of its major bases, compared to 20 percent by the Army and
24 percent by the NavyMarine Corps. With a nearly 40 percent
reduction in its overall forces, the small cut in bases means the Air
Force infrastructure exceeds its requirements by 2024 percent, the
Pentagon report said.
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The biggest increase in capacity compared to forces was in ramp
space for the Air Force Reserve-69 percent, when AFRC picked up
the former March AFB, Calif., Grissom AFB, Ind., and Homestead
AFB, Fla. There were sizable excesses in relative capacity for small
aircraft, ranging from 2842 percent, and in laboratories, product
centers, and test and evaluation facilities-2438 percent. Space for
large aircraft and missiles now exceeds force requirements by 1718
percent compared to the force, the report said.

The impact of the past base closures on the Air Force is a bit difficult
to determine. BRAC commission reports indicate the four rounds
closed 28 major bases used by the regular Air Force, Air National
Guard, and Air Force Reserve, with three active bases converted to
reserve status.

Those numbers don't square with Air Force figures. Jimmy G.
Dishner, deputy assistant Air Force secretary for installations,
counted 22 major closures and 17 realignments of large facilities.
Although savings are hard to calculate, Dishner said the Air Force
believes it will have had a total of $5.9 billion in "cost avoidance" due
to base closures by 2001 and will enjoy $1.8 billion a year in lower
cost after that.

Dishner said the Air Force would not attempt to identify excess bases
until Congress authorizes additional BRACs. However, Gen. Michael
E. Ryan, Air Force Chief of Staff, said the service is conducting a
strategic basing study for projected forces that would guide a future
analysis on where to base those forces.

A Strategic Problem

Ryan said recently that the Air Force was as anxious to shed excess
infrastructure to produce additional savings as the other services are,
but he was more concerned about the operational impact of having his
declining forces spread over too many bases.

The imbalance in force reductions and base closures "left us with a
very thin distribution of our forces over bases that really don't have a
lot of depth," he said. The situation becomes particularly troublesome
when air expeditionary forces must take support personnel from those
"thin" bases to operate from foreign airfields, Ryan said.

Deployment of support personnel, such as firefighters, security
forces, and medical specialists, from domestic bases "leaves them [the
contributing bases] in a hole," he said.

"We are an expeditionary Air Force," said Ryan. "That's what the
nation wants of us."” For that reason, he added, the Air Force must
"reorganize ourselves in a manner that allows us to do that. We can't
do that from our thin base structure."

http://www.afa.org/magazine/july1998/0798depots print.html 5/21/2005
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Ryan explained that the major problem lies with the Air Force's 20
combat-coded fighter and attack wings, which are "spread over too
many bases. We need to reduce that." Dishner said the fighter wings
are dispersed across 70 different locations, including Guard and
Reserve stations.

Cohen and Air Force officials insisted that they have not tried to
determine exactly how many bases would be proposed to any future
BRAC commissions, but the Pentagon estimated that, if BRAC
commissions were created as requested, base closure would produce a
net savings by 2008, which would grow to about $3 billion a year by
2012. The additional base reductions would free up a total of $20
billion by 2015, the report said. That, Cohen was quick to note, could
help pay for the modernization programs the services are counting on
to keep their technological edge in the next century. Cohen also
pointed out that the savings from the proposed new BRAC rounds
would kick in just when those big weapons systems were coming into
production.

Many of the
opponents insist
that approval is
not needed this
year, since the
first round
would not come
for three years.

It only takes ,
about 18 months ‘
to conduct a

BRAC round,

including a year ! - Yowr il : e
for the services to produce the1r recommendatlons and six months for

a commission to review that and make its decisions, congressional
aides said.

Starting the process now would only lead to an early "panic" among
communities with potentially vulnerable bases, the opponents said.
The request for approval this year "is all about covering up the fact
that this Administration's defense budget is inadequate," declared an
aide to Hansen.

Cohen has insisted that he needs the approval now because he must
make decisions on whether to proceed with the new weapons
programs and how to get funds to maintain readiness.

"Without the certainty of BRAC, we'll have to adjust those plans for

modernization, either that or affect our force structure or the quality
of life for our troops. And that's why it's imperative that we have

http://www.afa.org/magazine/july1998/0798depots_print.html 5/21/2005
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BRAC now," Cohen said.

Otto Kreisher is the national security reporter, based in Washington, for Copley News Service. This is
his first feature article for Air Force Magazine.

Copyright Air Force Association. All rights reserved
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Military Base Closures:
A Historical Review from 1988 to 1995

Summary

The United States has experienced difficulty in closing military bases to match
the requirements of downsized forces with changed composition. During the decade
of the 1980s, major military base closures were seriously hampered by procedural
requirements established by Congress, to the point that none occurred. The mismatch
between real estate assets and defense requirements grew with the military
downsizing that began late in the Reagan Administration and continued under
Presidents George H. W. Bush and Clinton.

After several legislative efforts to break the deadlock had failed, Congress
established a new base closure procedure in P.L. 100-526, enacted October 24, 1988.
The statute provided for a bipartisan commission, appointed by the Secretary of
Defense, to make recommendations to Congress on closures and realignments to be
voted down or accepted as a whole. The process was successfully implemented, but
produced complaints of partisanship in selecting bases for closure. P.L. 101-510,
enacted November 5, 1990, provided new authority for additional base closure
recommendations by a series of presidentially appointed commissions (with the
advice and consent of the Senate), commonly called Base Realignment and Closure
(BRAC) commissions. These commissions were to operate in 1991, 1993, and 1995,
after which the authority of the final base closure commission would end.

The four commissions recommended closure of 98 major bases and hundreds
of smaller installations, and the realignment of many other bases and facilities. These
recommendations were estimated to be implemented and completed by the year 2001.
The Department of Defense at one time estimated savings of about $57 billion over
20 years.

At the community level, in turn, implementation of the base closure process
commenced. Congress has amended the base closure legislation several times to
protect and assist communities as they adjust to the social and economic stress
caused by the loss of military installations. Many, but by no means all, communities
appeared to be succeeding in local efforts to replace defense jobs and find new uses
for former military lands and buildings.

After expiration of the authorizing legislation, a number of influential leaders
recommended establishment of a new commission and the closure of additional bases
and facilities. These advocates included the chairman of the 1995 commission, Alan
Dixon, former Defense Secretary William Perry, and Joint Chiefs of Staff Chairman
John Shalikashvili. In Congress, many felt that infrastructure costs diverted money
from modernization and sapped the readiness of America’s armed forces. Against
these pressures to cut military real estate further was caution concerning further
military cuts, as well as the traditional reluctance of Senators and Representatives to
lose federal jobs and disrupt communities in their state or district.

Subsequently, new authorizing legislation by the Congress was required to
reconstitute base closure and realignment through the commission approach.
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Introduction

This report' discusses a concerted effort to close unneeded military bases as part
of wide-ranging efforts during the 1980s and 1990s to balance the budget. This effort
had been supported by a broad consensus that, among the approximately 3,800
military bases (1990 est.) in the United States, many could be closed without
significant detrimental effect to national security. This view became more
pronounced in the wake of the Soviet Union’s breakup and collapse of the Warsaw
Pact military threat. While most analysts agreed that the Department of Defense’s
(DOD’s) base structure was larger than necessary to meet the department’s needs,
there were differences concerning which, if any, additional bases should be closed,
at what speed, and what criteria should be used for making those decisions.

Significantly, the impact of a specific base closing would be keenly felt in one
Member’s state or district, but benefits in terms of savings could be spread widely
among all citizens and taxpayers. In combination, these two factors — (1) the
narrowly felt pain from an individual base closing and (2) the widely diffused
benefits from closing many bases to save taxpayer funds — produced strong
incentives for coalitions of Members of Congress to bargain in the legislative process
to protect many bases from closure.?

A statutory provision enacted by Congress in 1977 (10 U.S.C. § 2687), required
procedures which made closing a base very difficult, and no major bases were closed
between 1977 and 1991, During the late 1980s, several bills were introduced in
Congress to relax the statutory restrictions. The first proposal that actually broke the
deadlock was the elaborate scheme prescribed by the Defense Authorization
Amendments and Base Closure and Realignment Act of 1988 (P.L. 100-526; 102
Stat. 2623, at 2627). The procedure established under that statute — its principal

! This report was written by George Siehl, formerly a Specialist in Natural Resources Policy
at CRS. Mr. Siehl has since retired, but the other listed author updated the report and is
available to answer questions concerning its contents. Clinton T. Brass, Analyst in
American National Government at CRS, contributed to the updated report.

2 For example, one scholar expressed his view that
... in 1997, the Secretary of Defense and every member of the Joint Chiefs of
Staff proposed shutting down a number of obsolete military bases. They were
opposed by a congressional coalition of legislators whose districts included the
various bases. The members of this coalition acted to retain each other’s military
installations, at the expense of taxpayers in districts who would not benefit.

See Harvey S. Rosen, Public Finance, 5" ed. (Boston: Irwin/McGraw Hill, 1999), p. 121.
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innovations were to rely on the services of an independent commission and a fast
track, no-amendment vote — proved so successful that a later statute, the Defense
Base Closure and Realignment Act of 1990 (Title XXIX of P.L. 101-510; 104 Stat.
1485, at 1808), created three subsequent commissions. This occurred notwithstanding
the arguments of some Members against the legislation on grounds that base closings
were, in fact, occurring without the legislation, and that the legislation was an
abdication of congressional responsibilities, under the Constitution, to the executive
branch.?

A major reason for the complex procedures in the 1988 and 1990 statutes was
the congressional concern that DOD might close, or not close, bases for political
reasons. In the past, high-level representatives of the Defense Department, in
soliciting congressional support for favored programs, reportedly might imply that
if a Member of Congress voted against the program, a base might be closed in the
Member’s district. For example, Representative Richard K. Armey stated:

The fact is, unfortunate as it is, that historically base closings have been used as
a point of leverage by administrations, Republican and Democratic
administrations, as political leverage over and above Members of Congress to
encourage them to vote in a manner that the administration would like.*

The 1977 measure, P.L. 95-92, provided a safeguard against arbitrary closure;
it required the Secretary of Defense to submit a request for closure or realignment as
part of the annual appropriations request; the request was to be accompanied by
evaluations of the fiscal, local economic, budgetary, environmental, strategic, and
operational consequences of closure or realignment. To whatever extent concerns
about politically biased closures were well-founded, it was clear that a workable
legislative remedy must be insulated from political considerations. Thus, the 1988
and 1990 statutes provided for the creation of bipartisan commissions and set forth
complicated procedures to insulate realignment and closure recommendations from
politics (including recommendations based on specified criteria, with adequate
justification), avoid potential vote-trading that could undermine chances for change,
and also accomplish the legislation’s substantive goal of saving funds.

Among other things, the 1990 version of the law provided for three successive,
eight-member commissions that would operate in 1991, 1993, and 1995, with all
eight members of each commission appointed by the President, by and with the
advice and consent of the Senate.” The President was also given authority to

3 See Rep. Gillespie V. (Sonny) Montgomery, remarks in the House, Congressional Record,
vol. 134, Jul. 7, 1988, p. 17060, and Rep. Jack B. Brooks, remarks in the House,
Congressional Record, p. 17063.

4 Rep. Richard K. Armey, remarks in the House, Congressional Record, vol. 134, July 7,
1988, p. 17072.

5 An amended version of the BRAC statute (P.L. 107-107; 115 Stat. 1342) is being used to
govern the “2005 round.” For more information on changes to the statute (e.g., retaining the
Senate confirmation requirement for the President’s appointees and increasing the
commission’s size from eight to nine members) and current developments, see CRS Report

(continued...)
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designate each commission’s chairman. When selecting the commission members,
the statute stated that the President “should consult” with the Speaker of the House
of Representatives concerning the appointment of two members, the majority leader
of the Senate concerning the appointment of two members, and each of the minority
leaders of the House of Representatives and the Senate, respectively, concerning the
appointment of one member (for a total of six consultations). This framework did
not explicitly require that the commission be composed of equal numbers of
Democrats and Republicans.

The statutes and the Base Closure and Realignment (BRAC)® commissions
succeeded in effecting the selective closure of many military bases and the reduction
of military infrastructure. The “process” was instrumental in forcing this outcome,
since, once set in motion, closure recommendations were very difficult to stop. This
impetus resulted from the fact that overall dollar savings from the package
outweighed the “pain” associated with an individual installation closure or
downsizing.

Specifically, under the 1990 BRAC legislation, congressional review and action
took place after an extended and muliti-tiered review and recommendation process.
DOD was required to submit its recommendations to the commission, which in turn
was required to submit its own report and recommendations, which could differ from
DOD’s recommendations, to the President. After the commission received DOD’s
recommendations, the General Accounting Office (GAO; now the Government
Accountability Office) was required to transmit a report to Congress and to the
commission analyzing DOD’s recommendations and selection process. The
President could elect to either transmit the commission’s recommendations to
Congress, with no opportunities for changing them, or disapprove the commission’s
recommendations and not submit them to Congress. If the commission’s
recommendations were disapproved by the President, the commission would be
required to revise its recommendations and resubmit them to the President. If the
President disapproved the commission’s revised recommendations, that year’s round
of the BRAC process would cease. Furthermore, the BRAC statute provided for
expedited congressional procedures to disapprove commission recommendations
regarding base realignments and closures, with a straight up or down vote and no
possibility for amending the list. Upon receiving the commission’s recommendations
from the President, Congress would need to pass a joint resolution of disapproval of
the recommendations within 45 days, or else the commission’s recommendations
would go into effect. In sum, the key elements of this process were:

e The DOD proposes, the commission disposes. The Secretary of
Defense made the initial recommendations for closure or

5 (...continued)

RL30051, Military Base Closures: Agreement on a 2005 Round, by David E. Lockwood;
CRS Report RS21822, Military Base Closures: DOD’s 2005 Internal Selection Process, by
Daniel Else and David Lockwood; and CRS Report RL32216, Military Base Closures:
Implementing the 2005 Round, by David E. Lockwood.

¢ The BRAC acronym refers equally to two different word orderings: “base closure and
realignment commission” and “base realignment and closure commission.”
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realignment. The commission could, and did, add to and delete from
these recommendations. Both DOD and commission proposals had
to conform with the force structure plan developed by DOD.

e The President can seek changes in commission recommendations.
No President ever challenged a commission over its
recommendations, although the law provided this opportunity. If a
deadlock had occurred over the closure list, the process would have
terminated with the President’s refusal to forward the list to
Congress.

e Congress must pass a joint resolution of disapproval of the
recommendations list within 45 days, or the recommendations for
closure and realignment go into effect. This was the only action
allowed to Congress under the base closure law: a straight up or
down vote, with no changes permitted in the list of actions by the
commission.

Under the BRAC law, the Secretary of Defense was obligated to implement the
closure and realignment recommendations if Congress did not disapprove them.
Another forcing mechanism in the law was the requirement that the selected bases
close within six years from the time Congress voted upon the recommendations.

The statute further required that proceedings, information, and deliberations of
the commission be open to various chairmen and minority ranking members of
congressional committees or their designees, upon request.” Heads of federal
departments and agencies were allowed to detail personnel to the commission, upon
the commission director’s request, and the Comptroller General was required to
provide assistance to the commission (including the detailing of GAO employees) in
accordance with an agreement with the commission.

Congress amended the BRAC laws over the years to lessen the economic and
social disruption in base closure communities. These amendments included the
transfer of personal property (such as furniture and equipment), below cost sales or
transfers of real property to communities, and technical assistance in land planning
and base reuse.

Report of 1988 Base Closure Commission

On December 29, 1988, the first base closure commission (with its 12 members
appointed by the Secretary of Defense Carlucci) issued its report. It recommended
the closure, in part or in whole, and realignment of 145 bases. The commission
projected that this would improve the effectiveness of the base structure, and would
save an estimated $693.6 million a year in base operating costs. After various
procedural requirements of the statute were met, culminating with Congress’s tacit

7 In practice, the commission stated that its activities and documentation were open to the
public.
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approval by not adopting a joint resolution of disapproval, the Secretary of Defense
was required to close or realign the listed bases by September 30, 1995. The first
base — Pease Air Force Base, NH — was closed in the spring of 1991.

One commission member, former Senator Thomas Eagleton, criticized the
cooperation of the services in the process, singling out the Navy for “stonewalling”
and “getting away with it.” In his additional views in the 1988 report, he suggested
starting with the Navy in any future base closing effort.

While the commission approach taken in the 1988 statute was generally
regarded by Congress as successful, DOD took the position that the closure of
military bases is essentially an executive branch function. Accordingly, early in
1990, Secretary of Defense Richard Cheney issued another list of bases which
Congress should consider for possible closure. Representative Les Aspin of
Wisconsin, chairman of the House Armed Services Committee, rejected the list as
including a disproportionate number of bases in Democratic districts, and stated that
the only fair way to develop a new list of base closures was to enact legislation
creating another commission. Such acommission was then created by P.L. 101-510,
dated November 5, 1990. The earlier commission had been disbanded after the
submission of its final report.

Creation of 1991 Base Closure Commission

As provided for by statute, the new commission consisted of eight members
appointed by the President, with the advice and consent of the Senate. In selecting
individuals to be nominated for membership on the commission, the President was
directed to consult with the Speaker of the House of Representatives concerning the
appointment of two members; the majority leader of the Senate concerning the
appointment of an additional two members; and the minority leaders of the House
and Senate for one member each. As noted, the commission was to meet in 1991
and, as reconstituted, again in 1993 and 1995. Another requirement was that not

more than one-third of the personnel employed by or detailed to the commission staff
could be on detail from DOD.

The procedures provided by the 1990 law were substantially more complicated
than those set forth by its predecessor. The major difference lay in the fact that the
initial recommendations on base closures made under the new statute were to be
made by the Secretary of Defense.

For example, in the 1991 round of base closure recommendations, DOD’s
recommendations were transmitted to the commission, where they were reviewed.
The commission’s own recommendations, which differed in several important
respects from DOD’s, were then sent to the President (July 1, 1991). After his
review and approval, the President transmitted the commission’s report to Congress.
If he had not approved of the report, in whole or in part, the President would have
been obliged to explain his reasons for disapproval to both Congress and the
commission. The commission would then have transmitted to the President arevised
list of recommended closures. The procedure was, in fact, somewhat more
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complicated than this description — for example, the Comptroller General was
directed to assist the commission — and there was considerably more detail set forth
in the current statute than there was in the earlier one. However, it may be said, in
general, that the changes were designed (1) to insulate the entire process even further
from political considerations, as indicated by the provisions requiring that the
commission meet only during the non-election years 1991, 1993, and 1995; and (2)
make the process more open to the public.

P.L. 101-510 included other provisions of significance to the base closure
program. For one thing, it directed the Secretary of Defense to ensure that the
environmental restoration of the closed bases took place as soon as possible.
Secondly, it specifically authorized the Secretary to provide “outplacement
assistance” to civilian employees of the Defense Department at installations being
closed.

A third important difference lay in the way overseas bases were treated. These
bases were not within the commission’s jurisdiction; their closure was an important
issue, but, presumably, not affected by the same political considerations that would
require the appointment of a bipartisan commission. The 1990 statute, nevertheless,
contained a policy statement that did not appear in the previous one (P.L. 100-526).
First, it was declared to be the “sense of Congress” that military operations at
overseas bases be terminated at the discretion of the Secretary of Defense “at the
earliest opportunity.” Secondly, it was the sense of Congress that, in providing for
termination, the Secretary of Defense “should take steps to ensure that the United
States receives, through direct payment or otherwise, consideration equal to the fair
market value of the improvements made by the United States at facilities that will be
released to host countries.” In practice, if the decision to close an overseas base was
made, there were negotiations with the host nation weighing the U.S. costs of
constructing and improving the facilities against the estimates for environmental or
other remediation required at closing. These last considerations would be under the
terms of the host nation agreement when the U.S. built or took over the facility.

Another feature of the statute was the establishment of a “base closure account,”
into which revenues generated from the sale of closing bases would be placed; the
funds could then be used to pay for the expenses associated with the relocation of
forces, such as new construction or rehabilitation of existing facilities at receiving
bases.

There were also several provisions designed to assist DOD in carrying out
Congress’ base closure policy. The 1990 statute required the Defense Department
to publish its proposed criteria for selecting bases to be closed. These proposed
criteria were included in the Federal Register for November 30, 1990. There
followed a period during which public comments were received, and then on
February 15, 1991, the final criteria, which contained a few changes, were published.
These final criteria were subject to congressional disapproval by joint resolution until
March 15, 1991, but no such resolution was adopted. The language included in the
Federal Register stated that, in selecting military installations for closure or
realignment, DOD was to consider the following: military value, return on
investment, and impact.
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Military Value

1. Current and future mission requirements and the impact on operational
readiness of the Department of Defense’s total force.

2. Availability and condition of land, facilities and associated airspace at both
the existing and potential receiving locations.

3.  Ability to accommodate contingency, mobilization, and future total force
requirements at both the existing and potential receiving locations.

4. Cost and manpower implications.
Return on Investment

5. Extent and timing of potential costs and savings, including the number of
years, beginning with the date of completion of the closure or realignment,
for the savings to exceed the cost.

Impact
6. Economic impact on communities.

7. Ability of both the existing and potential receiving communities’
infrastructure to support forces, missions, and personnel.

8. Environmental impact.

Secretary of Defense Cheney’s Proposed List

After the publication of these criteria, the Secretary of Defense, on April 12,
1991, announced a new list of proposed base closures. Analysts on the staff of the
House Armed Services Committee estimated that the closings would eliminate
approximately 70,000 military and civilian jobs by 1997, or 3.3% of the military’s
2.1 million personnel. A number of Senators and Congressmen objected to proposed
closures in their various jurisdictions, but in general Congress appeared to find the
list more acceptable than the one announced by Secretary Cheney in January 1990.
Representative Aspin stated that the list “at first glance appears to be fair.” On the
other hand, Representative Joseph Moakley of Massachusetts concluded that: “It
almost looks like the Democratic strongholds have been hit the worst.” Secretary
Cheney, claiming that he did not know how many bases were in Democratic and how
many in Republican districts, asserted that: “There is nothing to be gained by a
secretary of defense trying to play base closings for some political purpose.”
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1991 Base Closure Commission’s Report

The second phase in the base closure process was then initiated, with the
commission holding a number of statutorily mandated public hearings in various
parts of the country. Many Members of Congress, as well as other witnesses,
testified regarding the process, merits, and impacts of the possible closings. Press
accounts of commission hearings indicated that much of the testimony by Members
of Congress objected to a specific, individual closure. The commission report noted
that “Community and elected leaders were tireless advocates for their military
installations.” One objection was that there was too little time, and too little
independent expertise in the commission, to permit a complete evaluation of DOD’s
recommendations. However, the commission chairman, James Courter (a former
Republican representative from New Jersey), indicated that complying with the July
1 deadline was not a problem. He had also stated, on several occasions, that the
commission was an independent body, and that it would not rubber-stamp DOD’s
recommendations.

On May 31, 1991, the commission issued a list of “preliminary candidates for
base closure.” Subsequently, after concluding its deliberations, the commission
released its “final” list of 82 proposed closures and realignments on July 1, 1991. In
its recommendations, the 1991 base commission largely accepted the list proposed
by Secretary of Defense Cheney. However, it made a few significant changes — the
most important involving six bases selected by DOD for closure. The commission
recommended that Ft. Chaffee (AR) and Ft. Dix (NJ) be realigned, and that Fort
McClellan (AL), Naval Training Center Orlando (FL), Naval Air Station Whidbey
Island (WA), and Moody Air Force Base (GA), remain open.

An important aspect of the base closure statute was the mandated role for GAO.
GAO issued a report, dated May 1991, containing detailed comments about the
various methods used by DOD as a basis for its recommendations. The report,
Military Bases: Observations on the Analyses Supporting Proposed Closures and
Realignments, also contained important information about individual bases. The
report is too lengthy to permit an adequate summary here, but it is noteworthy that
(1) the Army’s recommendations were found by GAO to be “well supported”; (2) in
the case of the Air Force, GAO found generally that “the rationale was adequately
supported by documentation”; and (3) as regards the Navy, GAO found that it used
“inadequate documentation,” so that “GAO was unable to independently evaluate the
relative military value of the bases considered.”

Congressional Actions
on 1991 Recommendations

On July 10, 1991, President George Bush approved the independent
commission’s recommendations for closure, in compliance with the procedures
prescribed by law, and transmitted them to Congress. The closings proposed by the
commission would, by its estimate, cost $4.1 billion from 1992 to 1997, but would
save about $1.5 billion a year thereafter. The statute gave Congress 45 days to
overturn the recommendations by joint resolution. No such action took place.
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Many Members of Congress expressed concern over the impact of new closures
on the lives of people in their districts and states. Concern with the possibility of
widespread unemployment in certain affected communities and with the validity of
military valuations of competing bases prompted calls for reversal of commission
decisions in a number of specific cases. Members stated these and other arguments
during House floor debate (see the Congressional Record of July 30, 1991).
Recommendations to close the Philadelphia Naval Shipyard and Naval Station and
Loring Air Force Base in Maine drew extended comment from Members. A more
broadly based reaction on Capitol Hill was to seek increased funding for programs
which would provide an economic “safety net” for those adversely affected by
closures (see CRS Report 96-562, Military Base Closures Since 1988: Status and
Employment Changes at the Community and State Level, by George H. Siehl and
Edward Knight).

Earlier, on July 23, the House Armed Services Subcommittee on Military
Installations and Facilities voted to support the recommendations of the Defense Base
Closure and Realignment Commission. Before the vote, the subcommittee heard
testimony from several Members of Congress in opposition to the commission’s
recommendations. In general, they objected to the lack of coordination between the
three military departments in making their recommendations to the commission.
There were also specific complaints that the closure of certain medical facilities
would result in inconvenience and higher medical costs to persons currently using
those facilities. Most of these concerns and examples would be raised again in floor
debate the following week.

On July 24, 1991, the House Committee on Armed Services favorably adopted
the report of its subcommittee, and endorsed the commission’s recommendations.
On July 30, by a vote of 60 to 364, the House rejected a resolution disapproving (and,
thereby, tacitly approving) the recommendations of the commission. The Senate then
had no need to consider their resolution of disapproval, as rejection of the
commission’s recommendations required both bodies to agree to override.

The Senate 1992 Defense Authorization bill, S. 1507, contained several
provisions that would have facilitated transfers of real property at closing bases to
local communities. These provisions were contained in the Johnston-Breaux
amendment, which the Senate had adopted after its introduction on the floor. The
amendment would have made two major changes in existing law: (1) it would have
provided that if a community near a closed base was significantly harmed, local
governments would have first priority in obtaining excess property located there,
although for the past forty years other federal agencies have been given this priority
by statute; (2) it would have provided that these recipients would be offered the
property at no cost, although in the past such transfers have generally been made on
a reimbursable basis. These provisions were deleted in conference, however. The
conference report, H.Rept. 102-311, acknowledged the existing obstacles to base
reuse, but found that the proposed changes raised other problems: loss of revenue
from property sales, displacement of existing land allocation priorities, and conflicts
with environmental laws, among others. The committees of jurisdiction had not
considered the changes, the report said, but added that the House of Representatives
pledged to review the matters in 1992.
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The conferees clarified the congressional intent that civil works, river and
harbor projects, and other activities of the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, were to be
excluded from the base closure program.

Environmental and Other Considerations

The impending closure of substantial numbers of bases raised several difficult
environmental problems. Under the Comprehensive Environmental Response,
Compensation, and Liability Act (CERCLA), also known as “Superfund,” the U.S.
Government could not transfer land outside federal ownership until it agreed that all
remedial action necessary to protect human health and the environment had been
taken. Since the communities adjoining bases programmed for closure generally
wish to obtain the land quickly, while the decontamination process found necessary
to restore the environment could be time-consuming, serious conflicts between the
interests of economic development and the interests of environmental restoration
could occur.

There have been many federal environmental statutes enacted in recent years,
and there are also a number of relevant state laws. In general, Congress and the
courts have made it fairly clear that federal facilities must comply with state and local
environmental requirements, but until recently it was not entirely clear that state
authorities could impose penalties on federal facilities that were in violation. This
problem was addressed by the Federal Facilities Compliance Act, which specifically
provides that states and municipalities have this authority.

As the base closure program accelerated, it became increasingly important to
convert the bases to nonmilitary use as expeditiously as possible. It has been DOD
policy to negotiate with a local organization, often referred to as a “reuse committee,”
that represents the various community interests, but at some bases the competing
cities and counties have found themselves unable to cooperate even to the extent of
forming such an organization. In one case, where the base was included on the 1988
list, and the closure actually took place in 1992, lawsuits among local jurisdictions
delayed implementation of a reuse plan until February 1995.

Creation of 1993 Base Closure Commission

On January 5, 1993, President Bush submitted a list of eight nominees for
appointment to a newly reconstituted Base Closure and Realignment Commission.
He selected James Courter, the 1991 commission chairman, to be head of the new
group. These were subsequently confirmed by the Senate. The 1993 commission,
after reviewing DOD’s list of recommended closures (submitted on March 12, 1993)
and holding extensive public hearings, recommended closing 130 bases and
realigning 45 others. Congress acceded to the commission’s recommendations by
declining to pass a joint resolution of disapproval. These actions were expected to
result in savings of approximately $4 billion between FY1994 and FY1999, after
one-time closure costs of approximately $7 billion, and additional annual savings in
the range of $2.3 billion thereafter.
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Other Significant Developments (1993-1994)

Supreme Court Decision on Judicial Review

On May 23, 1994, the Supreme Court unanimously decided that decisions to
close military bases were not subject to judicial review. Chief Justice Rehnquist,
writing the opinion of the Court, held that although the Administrative Procedure Act
provides for judicial review of a “final agency action,” the President was not an
agency within the meaning of that statute, and his decisions were therefore not
reviewable. In the lower court decision which the Supreme Court reversed, it was
suggested that the President’s authority to close bases was limited to those situations
where there had been “compliance with statutory procedures” by the Secretary of
Defense and the base closure commission. Attorneys arguing for judicial review
contended that “the commission used improper criteria, failed to place certain
information in the record until after the close of public hearings, and held closed
meetings with the Navy.” The Supreme Court, was not, however convinced by these
arguments, and held that “The President’s authority to act is not contingent on the
secretary’s and commission’s fulfillment of all the procedural requirements imposed
on them by the 1990 [base closure] act.”

In a concurring opinion, Justice Souter, joined by three other justices, examined
the legislative history of the base closure statute and made specific reference to the
fact that “Congress was intimately familiar with repeated, unsuccessful, efforts to
close military bases in a rational and timely manner.” Accordingly, Congress
adopted the complicated procedures of the base closure act to “bind its hands from
untying a package of [base closures].” Consequently, “Congress did not mean the
courts to have any such power through judicial review.” On June 23, 1994, Senator
Arlen Specter of Pennsylvania, who had argued unsuccessfully in the Supreme Court
that base closure decisions were subject to judicial review, introduced an amendment
to the defense authorization act which would have provided for such review in
certain cases where there was evidence of “fraudulent concealment” of information
relevant to a particular decision. The amendment was rejected by a tabling motion,
after debate. Opponents argued, among other things, that the amendment would open
a “Pandora’s box,” in which virtually all aggrieved communities would initiate
lawsuits.

Changes in Statutory Law

As the process of closure and realignment took place, generally in accordance
with announced schedules, several changes in statutory procedure were enacted in
FY 1994 and FY 1995 defense authorization bills — as well as in other bills. Notable
among these was the Base Closure Community Redevelopment and Homeless
Assistance Act of 1994 (PL 103-421). It reduced the scope of the McKinney
Homeless Assistance Act provision that gave organizations that served the homeless
a priority claim to federal property that was declared surplus. Under the new law,
local communities would exercise a greater degree of influence and control over
disposition of surplus property through their redevelopment planning process. The
process included consideration of homeless needs in the community, and that portion
of the reuse plan was subject to review by the Secretary of Housing and Urban
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Development. Additional details on this aspect of base reuse are found in the
Department of Housing and Urban Development March 1966 publication, Guidebook
on Military Base Reuse and Homeless Assistance.

Reports on Base Closure Implementation

An October 1994 report, Uncovering the Shell Game: Why Military Facilities
Don’t Stay Closed, issued by Business Executives for National Security, a
Washington, DC, independent study group, claimed that of the 67 major bases
scheduled to be closed, 26 had reopened, or else were never closed in the first place.
As a result, the report went on to state, the substantial savings originally envisaged
were not achieved. DOD argued that some of the figures used in the report were
wrong. For example, in the case of Carswell AFB, which the Air Force had intended
to close, the BENS report stated that maintenance of the base cost an annual $197
million. On the other hand, DOD claimed that the costs were only $15 million. The
BENS report, also, noted that after Carswell was closed by the Air Force, it was
reopened by the Navy as the Fort Worth Naval Air Station. DOD argued that the
Navy achieved savings through this action by consolidating its activities previously
located at Detroit, Memphis, and Dallas, and closing those stations.

In November 1994, GAOQ’s report Military Bases: Reuse Plans for Selected
Bases Closed in 1988 and 1991, analyzed reuse plans of 37 major closed military
bases. It pointed out that although DOD originally estimated it would realize $4.1
billion in property sales revenue from closed bases, in 1994 the estimate was reduced
to $1.2 billion. The most important reason for this change, according to the report,
was that:

Consistent with federal regulations, the vast majority of the disposed property is
being retained by DOD or transferred to other federal agencies and states and
localities at no cost.

The GAO report noted that widespread use of no-cost transfers was greatly
facilitated by the enactment of provisions in the FY1994 DOD authorization act,
which authorized such transfers where the property was to be used for economic
development. When the base closure program was initiated in 1988, considerable
emphasis was placed on the substantial revenues to be deposited in the base closure
account from the sale of surplus bases. However, this emphasis shifted to assisting
the economic recovery of communities affected by a closure. This was evidenced by
the provisions adopted in the FY 1994 DOD authorization act (Title XXIX of PL 103-
160). The major impact was probably from section 2903, which provided for a
transfer of real property to a redevelopment authority “for consideration at or below
the estimated fair market value,” but other provisions were part of the same general
scheme. Section 2904 provided for “expedited determination of transferability of
excess property;” and section 2906 provided for the outleasing of property at bases
to be closed, pending final disposition.

The GAO report discussed other aspects of the base closure program, such as
the large amounts of military land that were severely contaminated. Apart from
decontamination, other types of improvement might be found necessary: for instance,
sewage and electrical systems might require upgrading and buildings might have to
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be brought into compliance with local, state, and federal standards. Finally, the
report indicated that of the property remaining in federal ownership, 50% would go
to the Fish and Wildlife Service, 22% to the Bureau of Land Management, and 24%
would remain with the Department of Defense. Smaller acreages would go to the
Bureau of Prisons, NASA, and the National Park Service.

1994 Elections and the 104th Congress

While the basic statutory scheme for determining which installations were to be
closed was generally the same as it was in 1990, the 104™ Congress came under
Republican control. Several issues associated with base closure, including costs and
savings, were included on the oversight plan filed by the House National Security
Committee at the start of the new Congress, holding out the possibility of changes.
An important development took place on January 26, 1995, when Secretary of
Defense William J. Perry, addressing the nation’s mayors, stated that the final round
of closings “will not be as large as the last one.” He also commented, in connection
with the base closure program, that “we have closed all of the bases that were
relatively easy to close,” but that DOD still “need(s) to close more bases from the
point of view of saving infrastructure...”

Creation of 1995 Base Closure Commission

Former Senator Alan Dixon of Illinois was nominated and confirmed as
chairman of the 1995 commission in October 1994, before the 103" Congress
adjourned.

' On February 7, 1995, President Clinton announced the following appointments
to the final Base Realignment and Closure Commission authorized by P.L. 101-510:

Al Cornella, a Vietnam veteran who runs a refrigeration business in Rapid
City, SD;

Rebecca G. Cox, a vice-president of Continental Airlines who, during the
Reagan Administration was director of the White House Office of Public
Liaison and Deputy Assistant Secretary of Transportation for Public
Affairs;

Retired Air Force Gen. J.B. Davis, a former combat fighter pilot who
became Chief of Staff at Supreme Headquarters, Allied Powers, Europe;

S. Lee Kling, a former finance chairman of the Democratic National
Committee who is chairman of the board of Kling Rechter & Co., a
merchant banking company in Missouri;

Retired Rear Admiral Benjamin F. Montoya. president of Public Service
Co. of New Mexico;
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Wendi L. Steele, who served in 1991 as Senate liaison to the Commission;

Michael P. W. Stone, former Secretary of the Army, who is a director of
BEI Electronics in San Francisco. This nomination was subsequently
withdrawn.

Retired Army Major General Josue Robles, Jr., was later nominated to
replace Stone.

These nominees were confirmed by the Senate on March 2, 1995. Earlier, on
December 1, 1994, President Clinton submitted a “dummy” list of commissioners,
including Deputy Defense Secretary John Deutch. This met the requirement for
submission of a list of candidates prior to the January 3 deadline set by law, and
allowed the White House and new Republican majority in Congress to consider other
names, later.

Actions in 1995

The Department of Defense on February 28, 1995 released the Base Closure and
Realignment Report setting out proposed actions affecting 146 military installations
for the consideration of the BRAC Commission. Thirty-three major bases were listed
for closure, and 34,200 civilian Jjobs would be lost under the recommendations.
Although former Secretary of Defense Les Aspin had suggested that the 1995 BRAC
round would be “the mother of all base closure rounds,” the actual recommendations
touched fewer bases than did the 1993 round. Secretary Perry stated in his press
conference of February 28 that reduction of infrastructure significantly lagged
personnel reduction, 21% versus 33% through the first three closure rounds. DOD
estimated aggregated savings of about $57 billion over 20 years, from this and the
previous three rounds.

On May 10, the commission added 31 installations to the list of bases to be
considered for possible closure or realignment. The chairman emphasized that
inclusion of a base on the list did not mean the base would close or be realigned, but
would allow a fairer assessment of closure candidates. Indeed, in 1993, the
commission added 70 bases for further consideration, but, in the end, made few final
recommendations that differed from the DOD list. Nevertheless, the commission’s
views seemed somewhat different from DOD’s. For example, the DOD list included
only one major shipyard (Long Beach, California) for closure, but the commission
added Portsmouth shipyard in Kittery, Maine for consideration. The commission
also added Air Force depots at McClellan AFB, California and Kelly AFB, Texas.
The latter additions would prove to be more momentous.

During May and June — and prior to its final vote on June 22 — the
commission held numerous regional hearings. One of the commissioners stated that
between 70 and 80 installations had been visited. In one major difference, although
the Air Force had recommended retaining all five maintenance depots, with a reduced
workload, the commission put all the depots on a list to be considered for possible
closure or realignment.




DCN: 12008

CRS-15

On June 22, the commission began its final vote, and announced its first set of
recommendations on closures and realignments, after reviewing 40% of the
recommendations submitted by DOD. It made substantial changes in several of the
Air Force recommendations: the Air Force had wanted to close Rome Laboratory,
NY, but the commission voted to keep it open. The Air Force also wished to retain
all five of its maintenance depots while reducing their workloads, but under the
commission’s plan, both Kelly AFB, TX, and McClellan AFB, CA, would be
virtually closed. Kelly itself would remain open, although the depot would close;
McClellan would close entirely. A number of Navy laboratories were also scheduled
to be closed.

On June 30, the Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission sent its
1995 Report to the President to President Clinton. The report recommended the
closure of 79 bases (including 28 major ones), the realignment of 26 bases (including
21 major ones), and a number of disestablishments or relocations. Chairman Dixon
stated that implementing these actions would save $19.3 billion over 20 years, but
would cost an estimated 94 thousand jobs. The biggest closures would be McClellan
AFB, CA, Long Beach Naval Shipyard, CA, and Fort McClellan, AL. The two
California senators urged President Clinton to reject the commission’s
recommendations. On the other hand, several Republican congressmen stated that
rejection of the report would impair the integrity of the base closure process (see, for
example, CQ, July 1, 1995, pp. 1939-1941); no report had been rejected since the
base closure program was initiated in 1988. The 1995 report, however, was the first
in which the commission had recommended more savings than those proposed by the
Administration.

On July 13, President Clinton approved the commission’s report, as submitted.
In his transmittal message to Congress, he expressed serious reservations because of
the severe economic impact that would be suffered by California and Texas. He
stated that California had already suffered disproportionately by bearing about half
the defense job losses in the three previous rounds, and the latest recommendations
would also result in California losing about half the jobs, although it was responsible
for only about 15% of the military work force. In its initial report to the commission,
the Defense Department had strongly opposed the closing of McClellan Air Force
Base, Sacramento, Ca., and Kelly Air Force Base, San Antonio, Tx., for the reason
that closure would disrupt Air Force operations and undermine the Air Force’s ability
to carry out some of its modernization programs.

In his July 13, 1995 transmittal message Clinton defended privatization. He said

- he would view as a violation of the base closure law any effort by Congress to restrict

privatization after approving the base closure package. Representative James V.
Hansen stated a contrary view in remarks contained in H.Rept. 104-220, which
accompanied the resolution of disapproval, H.J.Res. 102. He said, in part, “the
President’s direction to ‘privatize-in-place,” and the Pentagon’s plan for
implementation, appear to be in violation of several sections of current law.”

On July 26, the House National Security Committee rejected, by a vote of 43-10,
a resolution introduced by Representative Frank Tejeda (D., Tx.) that would have
overturned the commission’s base closure and realignment recommendations. On
September 8, the House rejected the resolution of disapproval by a vote of 345-75.
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The administration plan for privatizing some of the operations at Kelly AFB, Texas,
and McClellan AFB, California was a point of controversy. '

President Clinton told Kelly AFB workers in an October 17, 1996 speech that,
“for five more years, Kelly will keep the jobs that would be here if closure had not
been recommended, and even eight years from now, more than two-thirds of Kelly’s
jobs will still be here.” Employment at Kelly when it was recommended for closure
was about 16,000.

At McClellan AFB, some 8,700 of the 11,000 jobs were to be protected for the
next five years, after which privatization would take place, with the expectation that
as many as 4,300 jobs will shift to non-government employers, according to DOD
estimates. In 1996, the Air Force identified work at the two depots to be bid
competitively as part of the privatization effort.

Critics contended that the two depots were recommended for closure by the
1995 BRAC Commission because the five Air Force depots had excess capacity, and
that the closures would shift work so as to more fully utilize the capacity of the
remaining open depots. Continued operation with privatization, they contended,
would continue the overcapacity and undercut the commission’s projected savings
from closure of McClellan and Kelly.

Subsequent Closure Activity

In conformance with the authorizing statute, by December 31, 1995, the
commission completed its mission and went out of existence. Creation of a new
BRAC commission would require new authorizing legislation by Congress.

The process of closing previously selected military bases continued. Congress
amended the base closing statute a number of times in order to help local
communities shift quickly to new economic uses of the land and resources left
behind. The National Defense Authorization Act for FY 1996 (P.L. 104-106), for
instance, added several base closure provisions which addressed such subjects as
environmental remediation, the lease back of property to the federal government, and
the performance of police and similar services at closed installations. Additional
changes were contained in the FY1997 National Defense Authorization Act (P.L.
104-201): principally, bases from the 1988 closure round were made eligible for
several provisions available for bases closed under later rounds. More detail on the
closure process and Congress’s continued role in facilitating that process is contained
in CRS Report 96-562 F, Military Base Closures Since 1988: Status and Employment
Changes at the Community and State Level, by George H. Siehl and Edward Kni ght.

The RAND National Defense Research Institute has also studied the impact of
base closures, concentrating on several non-metropolitan communities in California.
Their 1996 report, The Effects of Military Base Closures on Local Communities: A
Short-Term Perspective, concluded that “While some of the communities did indeed
suffer, the effects were not catastrophic (and) not nearly as severe as forecasted,” and,
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“the burden of defense cuts falls on the individual worker or firm rather than the
community.” (p.xii)

There is a wide variety among military bases, ranging from those with a training
mission and a high percentage of military personnel to support facilities such as
shipyards and depots staffed primarily with civilians. There are great differences in
the settings in which military installations are found, from lightly populated rural
areas to robust, economically diversified metropolitan centers. Base closure impacts
clearly differ with individual circumstances. Thus, RAND noted, “(C)losures of
major facilities such as Mare Island or Long Beach may have serious effects on the
displaced workers, but the effects on the local community are muted by the fact that
the community is embedded in a much larger economy...” (p.12)

It was clear to many observers that individual workers and firms would be
adversely affected as the base closures and realignments laid out by the four
commissions were completed. Their communities, possibly suffering at least initial
disruption, however, might gain in the long run. Emerging experience indicated that
more jobs, not less, followed many, but not all, closures.
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badly shaken.
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We thought the Air Force liked us, and that there was a fine working
relationship between town and the rank and file at AAFB. Practically
speaking we thought the Air Force had sunk a ton of money here and that
at least the Training Command was here to stay.

The money was in the back (appropriated) for a new hospital and nailed
down for upgrading of living quarters and training facilities. Then lightning
struck.

Living in a fool's paradise, we thought if the Training Command decided to
shut down any place it would be at Lowry, which is being surrounded by
Denver suburbs, or Chanute, or a base which enjoys [a] less amicable
relationship with townsfolk than AAFB does.

Where have we slipped up? What was our mistake?

Many readers have called to ask if we can't make a fight of this. Isn't there
recourse? Can we salvage all or any part of the base? Can we appeal? To
whom can we take our case?

The closure order looks like a wrap-up job. It is written to sound irrevocable.
Maybe it is.

On paper the Pentagon makes a case for eliminating Amarillo. It claims that
activities can "easily be relocated," and approximately $13.5 million would
be required to upgrade facilities at AAFB.

It spells out with intended finality WHERE and WHEN both military and
civilian personnel will be relocated.

There are those who are quick to tie in Nov. 3 with the decision to phase
out AAFB.

Sheppard at Wichita Falls (strong Democratic country) is benefiting by the
shutdown of Amarillo. Other Texas bases will receive personnel and
activities now at AAFB.

Sixteen Texas counties out of 254 voted for the Republican presidential
nominee. Eight of those 16 (including Randall but not Potter) are in the
Panhandle.

To put it politely, the President has other areas of the state to which he is
more obliged than to the Panhandle. :

After all, we produced the man who produced the book - "A Texan Looks at
Lyndon - a Study in lllegitimate Power."

Of course, we could send a task force to Washington. How effective it
would be is sheer speculation. Who goes would have a lot to do with the
outcome.
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One thing for sure, we can't expect much senatorial help.

We have few friends in Washington at this stage of the game. We can
expect little help from other Texas congressmen. | would say each one has
a defense installation of some sort in his district. He is jittery and he is
understandably greedy. He would like to see some of the AAFB pie moving
his way. ...

Amarillo has had setbacks before. We have ridden them out. We have
come back stronger than ever.

Other communities have lost their defense installations, and faced up to
their problems and recouped. Last May | was with Tom Shearman,
publisher of the American Press in Lake Charles, La. This town lost its air
base, but Tom said, "We rolled up our sleeves. Our chamber of commerce
people got to work, and within a couple of years we were better off than we
were when we had the base."

One thing for sure, there are some secrets that the Pentagon can keep. It
can keep congressmen, newsmen and military people in the dark.

I only heard one man predict that Amarillo would get the close-up order.

He said Wednesday [Nov. 18] that it would be Lowry or Amarillo, and he
was convinced that Amarillo would get the ax.

Paul Timmons stuck his head in the door and asked, "Want any trees?"

When we start digging up trees out at the Air Base and planting them in
Amarillo parks, we'll know that the base is closed for sure.
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Economic Development Corp., and even the editorial page of this paper.
The reason is obvious: Pantex pays those high federal wages, funded by
taxing every wage-earner in the country, and most of that money is spent Searcl
right here.
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million worth of annual leverage in Amarillo and the surrounding area.

Not many here are willing to run off that kind of money no matter what
principle might be at stake.

But there are some principles at stake. One is our local environment. -'95 NISSAN
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I sometimes wonder how many people are aware of just how many nuclear excellent cor

facilities, both power plants (which are regulated by the DOE's Nuclear $4995. Call ¢

Regulatory Commission) and weapons plants (which are not regulated by
the NRC), are located adjacent to rivers, large lakes and oceans. Then |
wonder how many people know why this is done.

. Become a subscribi
These plants are located near water for one simple reason: emergency today, and receive

cooling. In the case of a core meltdown, as happened at Three Mile Island 1 of 5 giftst %

Unit One in the late 1970s, part of the strategy for keeping the resulting
radioactivity inside whatever containment structure surrounds it is to dump
lots and lots of water on it

This is such a serious issue for the nuclear utility industry that after the
Three Mile Island accident, all of the companies in the United States
operating nuclear power plants got together to form the Institute for Nuclear
Power Operations, headquartered in Atlanta.

When | was consulting to INPO on human performance issues, | asked one
of its executives what the INPO mission was. "Simple," he said. "To keep
the fuel out of the feed water."

Why does INPO want to accomplish this? Because no sane person with
technical knowledge of radioactivity ever wants to use emergency cooling.

One of the first things a knowledgeable person will notice about this area is
that there is no such source of emergency cooling water. And even if there
were, if we ever had to rely on it for an accident at Pantex, we would owe it
to ourselves to ask where it would go after it was splashed on a few (ora
few thousand) plutonium pits.

I'm no geologist, but | suspect it would soak right into the ground. Right into
the perched aquifer. And later, right into the Ogallala.

http://64.233.161.1 04/search?q=cache:M6z_eR-Zfos] ‘www.amarillo.com/stories/070501/o...
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This is why we need a Citizens Advisory Board.

| have worked for many nuclear utility companies as a consultant. These
companies tend to have an attitude rather different from what you find in the
GOCO - government owned/contractor operated - facilities which design,
test and build nuclear weapons. One of the most obvious distinctions is that
power plant operators do not distinguish between “environmental issues,"
"operational issues” and "safety issues."

To them, an environmental issue arises from operational and safety issues.
It's a package deal, known in my line of work as "holistic management.”

It's a mistake to treat these issues piecemeal, and to do so is a bureaucratic
tactic generally used to eviscerate a regulatory or oversight body without
coming right out and dissolving it.

We must all question this trend. It smacks of a shift in the political wind,
much like the closing of Amarillo Ajr Force Base right after Lyndon
Johnson was elected president.

If you recall, this area voted overwhelmingly for Barry Goldwater in 1964,
and President Johnson soon thereafter decided Amarillo's base was
strategically redundant. Many here shook their heads over this act, coming
as it did at the height of the Cold War and only a couple years after the
Cuban Missile Crisis, but the real answer was clear: LBJ was exercising his
royal right to punish those Texans disloyal to him.

We seem to have something similar, though not precisely identical, going
on here.

In George W. Bush, we have elected another favorite son to the
presidency, one not demonstrably concerned with environmental issues.

And just like that, within the span of six months under a new administration,
the board tasked with local environmental oversight is being told by "our"
president to keep its nose out of what Pantex is doing unless it can find
evidence of trouble outside the plant's fence.

Doesn't anyone realize that by then it's just too damn late?

Greg Sagan can be contacted in care of the Amarillo Globe-News, P.O.
Box 2091, Amarillo, Texas 791 66, or letters@amarilionet.com.

Chamber of Commerce, the Amarillo Economic Development Corp., and
even the editorial page of this paper.
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Kanelis: Texas
politics loses a gentle

soul

By John Kanelis
| am feeling a strange sense of loss.

George Christian died Nov. 27 at the age of 75. He had been battling lung
cancer since October 2001. He was a close friend to presidents, senators,
governors, journalists and anyone else with a scintilla of interest in politics
and government.

ﬁgﬂ Did | know him well? No. | never had the honor of shaking his
L= hand. Nor can | claim any unique knowledge of the man.
KANELIS

We did, however, converse over the telephone a few times
during the past 15 or so years. | came to "know" George Christian in that
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Christian did, after all, work for Lyndon Johnson who, many longtime
Panhandle residents still recall with some bitterness, closed Amarillo's Air
Force base in the late 1960s because most Potter County voters had the
audacity to vote for Barry Goldwater in the 1964 presidential election.

Christian was an anachronism is another important way.

He came of age politically in the days when Texas was a one-party state.
Everyone was a Democrat. Christian was associated more with Demoratic
politicians than with Republican ones.

But when the eulogies poured in with news the day before Thanksgiving of
Christian's death, Republicans were just as effusive and affectionate in their
rememberances of him as Democrats.

Christian became friends with the likes of Big John Connally, the one-time
Democratic governor who became a Republican after LBJ's death in
January 1973. He befriended George W. Bush after Bush's surprise victory
in 1994 over Democratic Gov. Ann Richards.

"George was a man of high principle and impeccable integrity. He was one
of the wisest and most respected political advisers in Texas history, a friend
to presidents, governors and politicians of all persuasions,” Republican
Gov. Rick Perry said.

"He was a good friend and trusted adviser, and | will miss him terribly," said
Republican U.S. Sen. Kay Bailey Hutchison.

In a day when politics has become coarser, angrier and more partisan,
George Christian represented an era of civility, comity and collegiality.
Things got done, all right, but without much of the bitterness that
accompanies so much of the current-day debate.

I last spoke with Christian early this year. | telephoned George to invite him
to Amarillo for the Panhandle Press Association's annual meeting. | had
hoped Christian could share his enormous knowledge of Texas politics with
Panhandie-area journalists.

That was when | learned of his illness.

“I'd love to come, John," he said with good cheer, "but | would hate to
commit to coming to Amarillo and then not be around when the time
comes."

George Christian fought the good fight until just the other day.

I wish | had known him better. But | am thankful - and grateful - for the little
bit of time | spent talking politics with one of the truly wise men of Texas.

| daresay that if more political types emulated George Christian, politics and

http://64.233.161.1 04/search?q=cache:J SNGT8gCVboJ:www.amarillonet.com/stories/] 20... 5/23/2005



' Amarillo Globe-News: Opinion: Kanelis: Texas politics loses a gentle soul 12/08/02 Page 4 of 4
DCN: 12008
most politicians would enjoy a much different standing in everyone's eyes.
John Kanelis is editorial page editor for the Amarillo Globe-News. He can

be contacted at the Globe News, P.O. Box 2091, Amairillo, TX 79166, or via
e-mail at jkanelis@amarillonet.com. His column appears each Sunday.
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war stories

Debased

The hidden problems in the Pentagon's base-closure list.
By Phillip Carter

Posted Friday, May 13, 2005, at 3:15 PM PT

Pentagon leaders announced their plans today to close or realign 837 military locations. Among the

casualties: Walter Reed Army Medical Center would be realigned to a new facility in suburban
Maryland; Fort McPherson in Atlanta would be shut, as would the Naval Submarine Base New London
in Groton, Conn.* The closure list now goes to the Base Realignment and Closure Commission for a
political review, then to the president, then to Congress for an up-or-down vote. Along the way,
communities and interests from every corner of America will lobby for their bases, as they have in the
four previous rounds of base closings, in what has been described as the mother of all pork-barrel

political fights.

There are several clear trends in the BRAC list: the elimination of many bases in the Northeast, the
shutting of myriad civilian defense agencies' offices, and the elimination of reserve armories in towns
across America. The Pentagon says the closings will save $48 billion over 20 years. But they will also
have one dramatic negative effect. BRAC will separate America's military even further from America's
citizenry by consolidating military bases and removing the presence of the military from hundreds of
towns across the country.

Today's military bases sit where they do by political fiat and historical accident more than any
operational necessity. Most installations trace their origins to the great mobilizations of World War I and
World War I, when the military established garrisons across the country to raise the armies of 5 million
and 16 million respectively to fight those wars. When the world wars ended, it fell to Congress to decide
which bases to retain. It is no accident that today's military finds itself overrepresented in the South and
the West. In his majestic biography of President Lyndon Johnson's senatorial career, Robert Caro
recounts how Southern legislators like the legendary Sen. Richard Russell, D-Ga., then head of the
Senate Armed Services Committee, were able to keep a disproportionate share of bases in their states
during those demobilizations. Everyone recognized then, as they do now, that a base in one's state or
district was a political and economic pot of gold.

This year's BRAC shopping list was intended to support the military's transformation from a lumbering
Cold War force into a rapid-deployment 21st Century expeditionary force. One of the biggest buzzwords
tossed around this year was "joint"—the term which means something can be used by more than one
service, e.g., the Army and the Marines. Despite the fact that everyone fights on the same team, service
parochialism has long been a source of tension in the Pentagon. Generals and admirals frequently battle
over their slice of the Pentagon budget, which translates into more bases, ships, aircraft, and personnel to
command. Indeed, such tensions even come up in wartime—Gen. Tommy Franks famously cu sed the
services' chiefs as "a mob of Title 10 motherf-—ers" (referring to the statute governing the military),

because they refused to jointly support his efforts in Afghanistan.

The second big buzz phrase for the 2005 base-closing operation was "surge capacity"—as in, the ability
to grow and support the rapid mobilization and deployment of military units for overseas duty. This
criteria cut hard against small reserve centers and bases which were landlocked or city-locked, because
they lacked the ability to expand, and because they often had poor access to rail, airports and seaports. It
also helped the Pentagon justify the further consolidation of units into mega-hubs like Fort Lewis,
Wash., and Fort Bragg, N.C., because of their coastal location, ability to expand, and proximity to major

Air Force bases.

http://slate.msn.com/toolbar.aspx?action=print&id=2118666 5/23/2005
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Somewhat predictably, these BRAC criteria produced a hit list chock-full of small reserve armories from
Encino, Calif., to Bangor, Maine, which generally supported only one kind of reserve unit and had little
ability to expand or support deployments. The list also produced closures like Fort McPherson: a
thriving active-duty base in the heart of Atlanta which hosts the Army's Forces Command, but which
could not expand further because of urban encroachment.

Every round of base closings has inspired massive lobbying and political battles to protect particular
local interests, and this round will, too. But there are also two new considerations in this batch of
proposed closings. First, shutting these armories may undermine homeland security efforts, which rely
in part on the geographic dispersion and availability of reserve units to respond to domestic
emergencies. Local governments depend on reserve centers for use as staging areas and temporary
shelters in their emergency plans. The base-closure commission should evaluate this impact before
accepting the Pentagon's recommendations.

Second, and perhaps more important, this closure will change the relationship between the U.S. military
and the society from which it's drawn. Many of these reserve centers, armories, and defense offices play
an important role in their communities' lives—reserve armories frequently serve as local meeting halls
and polling places, and reserve units often engage in community service projects, for example. When
these bases go away, so too will the presence of the military in the lives of the people who reside and
work near them. Initially, reservists may drive hours to drill with units at the new consolidated armory
locations, but eventually these reservists will move nearer the big bases or quit the reserves. Either way,
communities that today contribute reservists to the military will no longer do so.

Today's civil-military divide is greater than at any time in American history, and these cuts will widen it.
The burden of voluntary military service today is heavy, but it is being borne narrowly. And as Eliot
widening in the area of higher education today, thanks to the scuttling of some professional military
education programs and the absence of ROTC from many elite campuses. Such a gap is not healthy for a
democracy which vests the ultimate decisions over whether to go to war in its political branches of
government. The system breaks when those who serve in uniform carrying out our policies find
themselves divorced from the leaders and voters who set those policies. Before the base-closure
commission puts the boards up on these 837 bases, it should consider whether the country can handle
any further separation between the soldier and the state.

*Correction, May 14, 2005: The original version of this article mistakenly stated that the Naval
Submarine Base New London is in New London, Conn. In fact, it is in Groton, Conn. Click here to
return to the corrected sentence. ’

Angeles.

Article URL: hitp://slate.msn.com/id/2118666/
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Closing mulitary bases has always been a highly political process A vivid example of
this 1s the story told about President Lyndon Johnson and Amanillo Air Force Base
Johnson was looking for votes to extend the limit on the national debt, and he threatened
members of the Texas delegation that he would close their base 1f they fatled to support um.
They refused so he kept his promise and closed Amarillo. (Kotz 19) To the relief of many
Chambers of Commerce, no president since Johnson has been so effective in shutting down
mulitary bases

The pressures to close military bases have varied over the years. In the mid-1980s
Congress concluded that the armed forces needed to downsize, and began exploring legislative
solutions to the force structure problem. Working with the executive branch, Congress
eventually passed a base closure law 1n a classic struggle of bureaucratic politics This paper
analyses that legislative struggle which led to the formanon of the defense secretary's 1988
Commussion on Base Realignment and Closure (BRAC)  Its thesis is that the BRAC law
represented an ad hoc budgetary rather than a rational solution to the military force drawdown
issue This legislative - executive struggle closely reflected the dynamics of Graham Allison's
bureaucratic politics model, and 1s best understood 1n the larger context of vhe budget process

evident in 1988

To prove thus thesis, I'll first briefly outline Allison's bureaucratic politics model, then

explain the budget process which provided the crucial context in which the bureaucratic
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poliucs flounished. I'll also provide the historical background which placed military base closing
on the 100th Congress's agenda The remaining analysis will examne the legislative and
executive branch dehiberations with Allison’s model as the framework. Finally, I'll conclude with
some thoughts on the sigmificance of the BRAC process in future government decistonmaking
ALLISON'S MODEL OF BUREAtCRATIC POLITICS

In a seminal analysis published in 1969, Graham T Allison offered three frameworks for
evaluating government behavior The discussions between Congress and the executive branch
which ultimately led to the BRAC law reflect the dynamics in Allison's defimition of
bureaucratic politics: "bargaining along regulanzed channels among players positioned
hierarchically within the government." (Allison 69) These players look at problem-solving
“according to various conceptions of national, organizational, and personal goals, making
government decisions not by rational choice but by the pulling and hauling that 1s politics " (69)

Government policy results from "compromise, coalition, competition, and confusion
among government officials who see different faces of the same 1ssue " (71) Any given 1ssue has
a near-term as well as a longer, strategic face, and the politics of bureaucratic bargaiming force
players to focus "not on the total strategic problem but rather on the decision that must be made
now " (73) These decistons are usually structured by "action channels” which define the major
players and provide the operating environment for bargaining (73)

All of these charactenstics of policy formulation were evident throughout the 1988
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discussions which led to the BRAC legislation The specific issue of military base closures was
woven into the larger fabric of the budget process Thus process, and Allison's model, provide
the crucial framework for understanding how the BRAC law came about.
THE BUDGET PROCESS

The Constitution distingwishes legislative and executive branch responsibilities for
budgeting the national defense Congress is required "to raise and support armies” while the
Commander 1n Chuef 1s instructed to "give to the Congress information of the State of the Union,
and recommend to their consideration such measures as he shall judge necessary " Over time,
presidents have assumed responsibility for defiming the size of the armed forces required for both
peace and war, principally through annual budget submissions to Congress and, less frequently,
through supplemental appropnation requests Congress has, for the most part, followed the
executive branch’s lead on national defense matters, codifying this reliance 1n landmark
legislation like the 1947 National Security Act which created the Department of Defense under
the executive branch But m the mid-1970s, following Vietnam and Watergate, Congress
became more assertive in budgeting the national defense.

To properly understand the bureaucratic politics of national defense budgeting in the
Reagan years, one must accept the premise that the ballooning national deficit, rapidly nsing
entitlement program funding requirements, and growing use of omnibus appropnation bills all

contributed to a breakdown in the budgeting process (Schick 2) The breakdown n budgeting
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allowed a "procedural cnsts  manifested in the collapse of established budget methods, the
strained relationship between the president and Congress, [and] rehance on ad hoc arrangements
to make the budget.” (Schick 3) By 1985, the passage of the Gramm-Rudman-Hollings law was
a tacit recogrution that Congress and the executive branch had reached a state of budgetary
paralysis. Only an automatic sequestration mechanism could exact a measure of discipline 1n
curbing government spending This mechamsm would have had a tremendous impact on the
national defense budget if it had been exercised Through the dynamics of budgetary
bureaucratic politics, a different mechanism with a similar goal of decisionmaking discipline
emerged to aid Congress and President Reagan downsize the nation's mulitary infrastructure
THE NEED TO CLOSE MILITARY BASES

From FY80 - FY85, national defense funding increased 1n real terms by 55 percent
(Foelber 1) Actual force strength, however, did not expand significantly the Navy grew from
13 to 14 carners, the Army added two light divisions, and the Air Force went from 37 to 38
fighter wings (Foelber 6) By the mud-1980s, at least five factors convinced Congress to level off
and then reverse this defense buildup. One, the actual size of each successive spending increase
dwarfed what was approprated for most non-defense programs Two, the growing concern over
the skyrocketing deficit and 1ts tmpact on the financial markets, culmmating in the October 1987
stock market crash Three, the apparent failure of supply-side economics to generate increasing

government resenues to offset higher defense expenditures Four, a series of defense-related



DCN: 12008

scandals in weapon system acquisition and spare parts management Fifth, the uncompromising
attitude presented by the Reagan admimistration through its chief spokesman on military matters,
Secretary of Defense Caspar Weinberger. (Blechman 35) At the conclusion of the 1987 budget
summut, the Administration’s FY89 defense budget reflected a decline of about 11 percent in real
terms over the 4-year FY86 - FY89 period. (Foelber 1) Congress and the President chose to
focus proposed spending reductions on modernization and elements of force structure, hoping to
avoid any return to a "hollow force” by continuing substantial funding of readiness and

sustamnability accounts (Foelber 3)

One element of force structure, base infrastructure, quickly surfaced as a candidate for
reduction President Reagan's Private Sector Survey on Cost Control, commonly referred to as
the Grace Commussion. had previously recommended that a non-paruisan, independent
commission be established to study base closures The Grace Commission supposed that a non-
partisan, rational body of experts would effectively circumvent the most corrupting political
aspects of selecting bases for closure The Commussion prided itself on its rational review of
cost saving opportunities for the nation, and figured a similar deliberative process could winnow
out military facilities for which there was no longer a requirement (The Reporter 22) It was
against this backdrop that the players in budgetary bureaucratic politics negotiated the rules and

limits of the BRAC law 1n 1988
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THE BUREAUCRATIC POLITICS OF BASE CLOSURE

In the early 1960s, Secretary of Defense Robert McNamara executed an independent,
rational process for base realignment and closure. More than 60 major bases were closed by
executtve branch actions The critena were defined without advice from the Military Services or
Congress, and the latter mstitution suffered enough political backlash that it resolved never to be
out-maneuvered again (BRAC Report 8) In 1977, Congress passed legislation requinng the
executive branch to notify 1t of any base closure affecting 300 or more civilian employees, and
directed DOD to comply with the procedural requirements of the National Environmental Policy
Act (NEPA), which called for detailed impact reports before any decision could be implemented
The net effect of this was an end to major base closures by any independent, rational process

For the reasons outlined above, by the mid-1980s the execunve and legislative branches
had gravitated toward a consensus on drawing down the military Then-Secretary of Defense
Weinberger had battled with both the White House budget managers and Congress to preserve
defense funding levels above what was politically acceptable By the time he left office 1n late
1987, Weinberger's management style and stubborn relationship with key congressional leaders
permitted one observer to conclude that "the secretary had contributed decisively to yet another
reassertion of congressional decisionmaking on defense 1ssues " (Blechman 37) In the effort to
narrow the zero-sum character of defense budgeting, to bring 1t more sharply into focus as an

element 1n reducing the federal deficit, the politics of national defense had grown veny partisan
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and antagomistuc (Tierney 108) It was i this environment that a lame duck Republican
president, a Democratic Congress, a new and conciliatory defense secretary, and a lone
Republican congressman from Texas merged on the base closure 1ssue

In 1987, Rep Dick Ammey surpnised House Democratic leaders by coming within seven
votes of passing a floor amendment on closing obsolete bases In Apnl, 1988, he proposed a
similar bill Democratic leaders recognized significant bipartisan support for it, and éarefully
orchestrated 1t on the Hill to ensure final passage The specific dynamics of Armey's bill
reaching final law reflect five key attributes of Allison's model of bureaucratic politics, as the
following analysis shows

First, there was intense "bargaining along regularized channels among players positioned
hierarchically within the government " The chairmen of the House and Senate Armed Services
Commuttees, Les Aspin and Sam Nunn, took the lead in guiding Armey's proposal through their
respective chambers Their strategy was to staff 1t as part of the 1988 Defense Authonzation
bill, ulumately reconciling different versions in the conference commuttee Senator Nunn had
Just assumed his chair and was staking out hus authonty on defense matters. Asserting his
leadership, he invited Democranc commuttee members and majonty staff to a country club
dinner 10 map out defense budgetary prionties, quetly but firmly estabhishing his position in the
“pecking order " (Blechman 46) At the same time, Presxdent Reagan allowed Secretary of

Defense Frank Carlucci wide latitude mediating with Congress on defense budget matters In
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numerous appearances before Hill commuttees, and through OSD staff - Hill staff meetings,
Carlucci bargained for the executive branch on the shape of the BRAC law within the larger
debate on the defense budget He recognized where the battle was headed. "The laws that have
had probably the greatest impact on the department's ability to realign or close bases are the
annual authorization and appropniation acts " (Carlucct 1) The BRAC proposal's "regulanzed
channel" became the annual authorization bill 1n the defense budget process, and the
"hierarchical players” were the key defense commuittee chairmen and the defense secretary

A second bureaucratic politics attribute 1s that "players look at problem-solving
according to various  goals " For Secretary Carlucci, potential savings were not as important as
national secunty "Our increasingly scarce resources must be apphied to higher defense pnionties
so that we do not jeopardize America's national secunty interests “ (Carlucci 1) He constituted
the BRAC Commusston on May 3, 1988, without legislation 1n order to assert traditional
executive branch leadership in national defense matters  Carlucct did not dictate explicit cnitena
for the Commussion to use, he did ensure that OSD and the Military Service organizational goals
were tntegrated nto the review process independent of Congress (Halloran B7) Congressional
goals were more diffuse  Emboldened to greater activism on defense matters, many
congressmen insisted that the legtslative branch limit the executive branch’s freedom to close
militany bases with statutory restricions Rep Armey summarized this orgamizational goal by

identifving its source "Members believe that bases have been closed for political reasons rather
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than reasons of defense preparedness * (Mills 1817)

Individual congressmen with threatened military bases had two related goals First, to
ensure that the BRAC process insulated them individually from voter backlash with effective
"blame avoidance” legislation that would remove accountability from them and assign 1t
squarely to the BRAC Commussion (Thurber 72) Second, they wanted a BRAC process which,
when the final announcement of candidate bases came, would "spread the pain across the board "
(Blechman 56) Chatrman Aspin waited until that announcement to publicly state what had been

privately on the minds of all congressmen.
My reaction, looking at what the Commussion has done, asking "Does 1t
basically look fair?" and "Does 1t basically look like the kind of thing that
Congress might support”” And I think that the distribution looks fair enough,
the distnbution geographically, the distnbution affecting Democratic
congressmen and Republican congressmen, 1t looks okay.

A third dynamic of bureaucratic politics 1s that "policy results from compromuse,
coalttion, competition and confuston” among players Secretary Carlucc: asked Congress for a
compromise on the NEPA procedures to achieve a streamlined BRAC process and he got 1t
Congress wanted to show cost savings, and added a requirement to Armey's proposal that the
executive branch intially disliked -- the cost of base closure or mission relocation had to be paid
back with savings in six years (Mills 1725) Further, while Sen Nunn managed the BRAC
proposal in the Senate, three separate House chairmen claimed Junsdiction and significantly
marked 1t up prior to the House Senate conference Most of these parochial amendments were

removed in conference because Nunn and Aspin resolutely insisted on a final wording which
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would allow rather than hinder base closures (Lawrence 1910) They ensured decisive
congressional play in the BRAC process by increasing the commuission’s membership, and by
establishing an environmental cleanup fund which had to be funded by Congress before a base
could be closed (Towell 2808)

A fourth charactenstic of bureaucratic politics 1s that "players focus not on the total
strategic problem but rather on the decision that must be made now " The Democratic
leadership in Congress was interested in showing some cost savings in the defense budget
quickly By attaching the Armey proposal to what was an "omnibus” defense authorization
package, they guaranteed action 1n 1988 Thus strategy placed budget institutional pressures on
both Congress and the White House to compromse 1n the short term

Finally, 1n bureaucratic politics, "action channels” define the mayor players and provide
the environment for bargaining Whule this has been fleshed out above, two additional
comments are warranted Congress selected the budget process as 1ts "action channel” because
its ad hoc nature allowed the powerful Democratic leaders to develop and control consensus on
the BRAC proposal within the larger debate on the defense authonization bill Also, the
Gramm-Rudman mechanism of automatic sequestration transferred to the BRAC process — base
closures would be automatic unless Congress or the defense secretary actively vetoed the
Comnussion’s entire hist  Secretary Carlucci used his executive powers to panel an essentially

"hollow” BRAC Commussion 1n May to use 1t 1n his bargaining with Congress He knew that
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Congress would provide the enabling legislation for the Commussion, but by setting 1t up and
tving 1n his office as well as the Military Services early he created an effective "action channel”
and “operating environment" for negotiating with Congress and special interest groups before the
final law was passed

On October 13, 1988, President Reagan signed the defense authorization bull, approving .
the BRAC process as law On December 29, the Commussion issued its report The Secretary of
Defense approved its recommendations wathout comment on January 5, 1989, and Congress did
not vote to overturn

IS THE BRAC PROCESS THE WAVE OF THE FUTURE?

Thus paper has concluded that the 1988 BRAC law did not grow out of a rational
government decisionmaking process Instead, 1t evolved out of the tug and pull of bureaucratic
politics between key players 1n the ad hoc budgetary process prevalent at the tme Congress
reasserted its mterest in shaping the structure of the armed forces, using the defense
authorization bill as 1ts venue, joining with the executive branch m intense bargaining over a
BRAC process which could be signed into law that year

The term "BRAC process” refers to more than just the Commusston and its role of
selecting mulitary bases for reahignment or closure It also refers to the bureaucratic politics of
deciding national defense matters Congress and the executive branch have Constitutional

ooligations to provide for national defense, and they normally accomplish 1t through the annual
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defense budget process But with Armey’s BRAC proposal, a new decision ethic emerged to
color the context of defense budget politics That decision ethic was the "all-or-none” outcome
first seen 1n the automatic sequestration rule in Gramm-Rudman In that law, 1if deficit reduction
targets were missed, then "all” of a set of non-entitlement programs were affected by an
across-the-board cut

' This same “all-or-none” deciston ethic found 1ts way into the BRAC law~ the defense
secretary and Congress had to either passively accept "all" of the Commussion's
recommendations, or accept “none” by actively rejecting the entire list. By not requiring
Congress to actively approve the hst, were lawmakers abdicating a responsibility to make an
accountable decision on an 1ssue of national sigmficance to voters?

Only the American voter can answer that question The 1994 elections suggest they
have Amencans held many elected officials accountable on a vanety of 1ssues and for a vanety
of reasons Accountability seems to matter today -- the Contract With Amenica clearly provides
forit An "all-or-none” decision ethic has a place i government decisionmaking - subsequent
BRAC Commuissions have been chartered with the rule — but 1t won't become an institutional

fixture as long as elected government officials believe they are held accountable at the polls
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An Expose on Base Realignment
and Closure Commissions

Col Stephen R. Schwalbe, USAF

Base Closure, while more dramatic than many government-reduction processes,
deserves an examination because it is a classic example of government
reduction, to be studied for lessons about both politics and the hazards of

government con‘tlraction.1

Dave Sorenson, Air War College

The process of adjusting the size of the American military infrastructure to match the size of the military
in terms of personnel and equipment has always been a challenge, none more so than towards the end of

the 20th century after the United States won the Cold War. Up until the 1970s, the Secretary of Defense
had the authority to close and realign military bases. Congress became uncomfortable with the lack of
oversight of this authority and passed legislation to correct the perceived problem. As a result, no
military bases were subsequently closed. When the Secretary of Defense said the military could no
longer support the excessive infrastructure and needed the potential savings for personnel and
equipment, Congress compromised and established a special independent commission in 1988. In this
paper, I will briefly discuss independent commissions before focusing on the evolution of the base
closure and realignment (BRAC) independent commissions of 1988, 1991, 1993, and 1995. T will
analyze the problems and successes of these commissions before examining the upcoming BRAC
commission in 2005.

Independent Commissions

The U.S. Constitution does not address independent commissions anywhere, including its amendments.
Congress claims that commissions are independent agencies not under any U.S. Government branch.
Independent commissions are established by Congress and executed by the President, hence, not
independent of the Government. Commissioners are nominated by the President and confirmed by the

Senate, so there is a check-and-balance mechanism in place.? As designed, independent commissions
give private citizens an opportunity to assist government with significant problems without being

beholden to the current administration.> According to Colton Campbell, commissions are "formal
groups established by statute or decree for the general purpose of obtaining advice, developing common
sense recommendations on complex policy issues, and finding broadly acceptable solutions to

contentious problems."* Today, many political analysts characterize independent commissions as an
unofficial, separate branch of government, much like the news media. Campbell referred to them as "the

fifth arm of government," after the media (the often-referred-to "fourth arm").>
Independent commissions serve numerous purposes in the U.S. Government to include:

-- Providing an impartial way to resolve problems between the Executive and Legislative

http://www.airpower.maxwell.af. mil/airchronicles/cc/schwalbe.html 5/23/2005
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Branches of government, especially during periods of congressional gridlock;
-- Providing expertise the Congress does not have;

-- Providing a convenient scapegoat to deflect electorate blame;

-- Reducing the workload of members of Congress;

-- Providing non-partisan, expert recommendations;

-- Providing a more efficient, effective way to solve complex problems as a last resort; and,

-- Educating and persuading the policy-makers and the public.®
Types

There are basically three types of commissions based on the nature of their creation and function. The
most common type today is the presidential independent (synonymous with advisory) commission
created at the request of the President. University of Illinois Professor David Linowes, the chairman of
many presidential advisory commissions, discovered from his research that nine out of every ten
commissions are presidential.” University of Wisconsin Professor Thomas Wolanin claimed that
President Theodore Roosevelt was the "father" of presidential commissions as he was the first to employ

groups of non-governmental experts to examine problems of public policy.? Independent commissions
appointed by the President carry more prestige than the other types of commissions, and Congress
normally grants them the power to subpoena witnesses to testify at their hearings, which is where the

majority of the data collection is done.’

Congressional commissions are established by Congress to make policy recommendations to Congress
mainly because they provide inexpensive labor and quality information, and can serve as scapegoats as
necessary. Congress is not the most efficient organization in the United States. Hence, lawmakers are
normally short on time and information, which makes the option of delegating authority to an
independent commission very appealing. Oftentimes, the expertise and necessary information is very
costly to acquire. Commissions are generally the most inexpensive way for Congress to solve complex
and technical problems. From 1993-1997, Campbell found that 92 Congressional offices introduced bills

that included proposals to establish ad hoc independent commissions. 1

Regulatory commissions, on the other hand, are established for long periods of time to oversee an
industry on behalf of the government. These commissions have been granted judicial, administrative,
and even policy-making powers by Congress. Dr. Louis Fisher, a Congressional research specialist,
noted that regulatory commissions are subject to the control of Congress, the President, and the federal
courts. To counter regulated industry attempts to coopt commissioners or having them unduly
influenced by the President, commissioner "independence” is secured by staggering their terms, limiting
the power of the President to remove any of the members, and, balancing the number of commissioners

representing political parties or interest groups.!!
Characteristics

The two most important things any commission has are its credibility and its independence. If any of the
commissioners or staff are perceived to be of one political party, or close to the President, or connected
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" An Expose on Base Realignment and Closure Commissions Page 3 of 17
DCN: 12008

to the issue through private dealings, then the commission’s recommendations may lose credibility,
hence, legitimacy. The way to gain credibility and legitimacy is to appoint commissioners who are
experts regarding the issue, are well-known and respected, and are non-partisan, independent thinkers.
As well, all of a commission’s data collection, from hearings to reports, and deliberations need to be
done in public. Secrecy at any point only invites conspiracy theories and distrust. For a commission to
maintain its legitimacy means it must remain independent from the various branches of the U.S.
Government.

To increase the likelihood that an independent commission’s recommendations are translated into
policy, former commissioners and political scientists recommend a unanimous decision on all
recommendations. The recommendations carry more weight with the entire commission supporting
them. Wolanin noted that a commission reaches consensus either by natural coalescence, by bargaining,
or reciprocity, so that, "the overwhelming majority of commission recommendations are the expression

of a unanimous consensus among commission members." 12 In the case where a commission’s
recommendations will become policy or implemented in some manner, then it is better to have an odd
number of commissioners to break any potential ties. It is also common that if an issue is politically
charged, then a commission is established and directed to report during off-election years so as not to
adversely affect any incumbents. As such, independent commissions normally do not last more than two
years (the length of a congressional term).

Base Closure and Realignment Commissions

At the end of World War II, the U.S. had over 5,600 bases and installations stateside and around the
world, and possessed over 24 million acres in the U.S. alone (which is an area larger in size than

Maryland, Massachussetts, Conneticut, New Jersey, and Rhode Island combined). 13 The Government
decided to maintain this force infrastructure for the anticipated Cold War with the Soviet Union. With
the dissolution of the Warsaw Pact in 1989, the Cold War was essentially over. At that time,
surprisingly, the military infrastructure was far too large to support the forces that we had or needed,
despite the largest military buildup during peacetime in history during the 1980s. Even today, the
military infrastructure is still too large for the current force size. How did we get to this point?

History of BRAC

According to the chapter on base closure history in the 1991 Base Closure and Realignment
Commission Report, the Secretary of Defense had the authority to close military bases. Before and after
the Vietnam War, hundreds of military facilities were closed across the country. Naturally, many
members of Congress felt the closures were being used to punish them for their lack of support of the
military. This resulted in Congress passing legislation in 1977 to require the Department of Defense
(DoD) to notify Congress in advance of any projected base closures, and it required all targeted

installations to meet the standards of the National Environmental Policy Act of 1969.14 The House and
Senate Armed Services Committees were empowered to review all DoD decisions, thereby giving them
the final closure authority. Naturally, the congressional debates about which military bases to close
became highly political and rarely based on DoD security requirements. As a result, between 1977 and

1988, no military bases were closed.!® With the end of the Cold War, this situation became untenable.

In the late 1980s, Congress was willing to allow DoD to close bases to recoup money to pay for
operations and maintenance, but it did not want DoD to do so without its oversight and approval.
Congress did not want to decide for itself which bases to close for many reasons, to include lack of time

and expertise, as well as not wanting to risk angering any constituents, thereby risking reelection. 16 The
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answer, of course, was for Congress to establish an independent commission. Public Law 100-526
established a special commission under the Secretary of Defense to identify bases for realignment and
closure and to provide relief from the aforementioned statutory provisions that had hindered DoD’s
downsizing efforts since 1977.

BRAC 1988 Structure

The purpose of the Base Closure and Realignment Commissions (known as BRAC even though the
letters do not line up) is to ensure that the process of downsizing the military infrastructure is not
influenced by partisan politics. For the 1988 BRAC Commission, the process began with the
appointment of 12 volunteer commissioners by the Secretary of Defense. Then, the Commission
conducted research to determine which military bases should be closed or realigned based on the
Secretary’s issued criteria. Its proceedings were normally conducted in secrecy. Once it had prepared a
list of recommended bases for closure or realignment, then the list was forwarded to the Secretary of
Defense for his approval. Once approved, the list was forwarded to Congress for final approval.
Congress did not have the option to change anything on the list; the vote was for all or nothing. With
this arrangement, the 1988 BRAC Commission made recommendations affecting 145 installations, of
which 86 were to be closed. The implementation of these recommendations was projected to save close

to $700 million per year.!”
BRAC 1988 Problems

After a decade of no base closures, DoD was happy with the results of the first BRAC commission and
supported the establishment of more as soon as possible. On the other hand, Congress and many private
citizens were not at all happy with how the first BRAC commission worked out. During hearings before
the House Committee on Armed Services in early 1989, testimony highlighted the key flaws in the first
BRAC process, especially regarding the recommended closing of Fort Dix in New J ersey. Senator Bill
Bradley noted that the commission received little information from DoD; did not properly consider all
the costs involved; failed to recognize all the missions and functions preformed at the installation; failed
to consider all the documentation and studies to include a key Army audit favorable of Fort Dix; and,
refused to submit its documentation of its findings for independent review. Representative James Saxton
testified that, "the Commission took deliberate efforts to try to hide the information that we needed to
evaluate what they did.... The stealth chart that was here a minute ago is illustrative of what we have
been provided with." Representative Frank McCloskey explained further that, "Members of Congress
must resort to filing Freedom of Information Act requests and must introduce legislation to force DoD to
provide pertinent information with respect to a process which Congress created.” Representative Chris
Smith pointed out that no member or staff of the commission even took the time to go to visit Fort

Dix.!8 These issues caused Congress to incorporate many lessons learned into the next BRAC
legislation in 1990.

BRAC 1990 Solutions

The 1990 BRAC legislation corrected almost all of the problems of the 1988 BRAC legislation to
include: 1) having the president vice secretary of defense nominate the commissioners; 2) using clearly
articulated, published criteria and certified data for decision-making; 3) requiring both the President and
Congress to accept or reject in their entirety the lists of closures adopted by the BRAC commission; 4)
creating tight time frames to force the process to reach decisions in a timely manner; and, 5) having
Congress’s General Accounting Office (GAO) assess the commission’s process and

recommendations. ! Congress decided that 12 commissioners were too many, and that DoD had too
many representatives, both as members and staffers, on the commission. As well, the mandate to recover
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the cost of closing a military base within six years was too restrictive and had prevented the closing of
several obsolete installations. Finally, DoD improved its decision-making process by improving its

computer modeling and approach to data gathering.?° The General Accounting Office conducted a study
of the lessons learned from the four BRAC commissions in 1997 and concluded that, "The 1990 BRAC
legislation provided the framework for the BRAC processes that were used to successfully complete the
three most recent BRAC rounds. [It] is seen by many officials as a model for the new legislation that

would be needed for any future BRAC rounds."?!

Public Law 101-510, known as the Defense Base Closure and Realignment Act of 1990, required the
Secretary of Defense to base his recommendations on a force-structure plan tailored to meet the assessed
threat submitted to Congress and eight selection criteria, developed by DoD with public comment. The
BRAC commissioners are now appointed by the President, vice the Secretary of Defense, and confirmed
by the Senate. DoD representation on the commission was severely cut back. The revised process begins
with the Secretary of Defense developing a proposed list of recommended base closures and
realignments based on inputs from the Service Secretaries using the eight criteria. The Service
Secretaries, however, felt that each Service should be reduced at similar rates over the three BRACs.
The Air Force had the most bases (with 405), then the Navy (with 253), and the Army (with 210).
Although the Air Force lost the fewest bases overall, it lost the most bases in 1991 (14), while the Navy

lost the most in 1993 (17), followed by the Army in 1995 (10) - as prearranged.?2

The Secretary’s list is forwarded to the BRAC commission, which checks it to ensure that the Services
developed the list correctly. If there are any "significant deviations," then the commission can change
the recommendation. (This happened, though infrequently.) After the commission approves the list, it is
forwarded to the President for his approval. He can make no changes to the list. If he approves it, the list
is forwarded to Congress for its approval. Congress, like the President, also cannot change the list. After
45 days or if Congress approves the list, then the recommendations are implemented. If the President
has any problems with the list, he can send it back to the independent commission for reconsideration.

Congress does not have this option.2>
BRAC Results in the 1990s

The BRAC 1991 Commission had only eight members who conducted 29 public hearings in D.C. and
across the country, and of whom at least one visited every installation that made the list. Sorenson noted
that, despite the mixed backgrounds of the commissioners, they "voted 76 times, and, of those 76 votes,
57 were unanimous."** As well, any previous BRAC recommendations became eligible for review by
subsequent commissions! This Commission reviewed the controversial closure decision on Fort Dix by
the 1988 BRAC Commission, and reversed it. The 1991 Commission did recommend that 34 bases be
closed and another 48 realigned, for a projected cost savings $2.3 billion over five years and $1.5 billion
every year after that. This represented a reduction of the military infrastructure of approximately 5.4

percent.?

The BRAC 1993 Commission also had eight members who conducted 33 public hearings, many
broadcasted on national television, and visited 125 installations. The Commission recommended that
130 bases be closed and 45 realigned, for a projected cost savings of $3.8 billion after five years and
$2.3 billion every year after that. This represented a reduction of military infrastructure of approximately

6.2 percent.26

The BRAC 1995 Commission had eight members who conducted 16 public hearings, also televised, and
visited 167 installations. The Commission recommended that 28 installations be closed and 104
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realigned, for a projected cost savings of $1.6 billion per year.?’
New BRAC Problems

Despite the best efforts of Congress in its 1990 BRAC legislation, problems still persist in the process.
For example, according to the GAO, the Services and DoD still have not developed accurate cost data

and modeling to project cost savings over time.28 Hence, Congress still believes DoD is trying to
exaggerate the numbers in order to get its way. The disposition of military bases once recommended for
closure had not been thoroughly thought through. Environmental restoration of military bases is often
the most difficult obstacle to transferring property to private use. As such, the projected cost savings are
not realized until such transfers take place. The BRAC 1995 Commission recommended DoD receive
statutory authority to enter into long-term leases of land that is not suitable for transfer so long as there

is no threat to public health or safety.29 Besides these systemic problems, the BRAC process received
significant challenges from elected officials. During congressional hearings, Democratic Representative
Patricia Schroeder noted that, "of the 21 major bases slated to be closed, 19 were in districts represented
by Democrats, and that 99 percent of the civilian job losses from those closures were in Democratic

districts."3% Both Congress and the President interfered with the BRAC process.
Unneeded Congressional Influence

State University of New York Associate Professor Richard Bernardi studied the BRAC process with
regard to the decision to close either Plattsburg AFB or McGuire AFB, both East Coast air mobility
wings where only one was required. The Air Force recommended closing McGuire AFB because of its
location along the heavily-trafficked air corridor between New York City and Philadelphia (as
recommended by the FAA); it needed upgrading of its runways and ramps; and, it needed significant
modernization of most of its facilities. However, once the Air Force announced its decision basedon a
cost-benefit analysis, the New Jersey members of Congress sprang into action again, and began
influencing the members of the BRAC commission. Instead of evaluating the level of flight activity at
both bases, the commissioners decided to evaluate the number of on-time takeoffs (which is actually
irrelevant given the different air environments at both locations). Commissioner Courter, Chairman of
both the 1991 and 1993 BRAC Commissions and former member of the House of Representatives from
New Jersey, decided at the last minute that location became the most important (and non-quantifiable)
criteria, thereby trumping all other considerations favoring the closure of McGuire AFB.

Dr. Bernardi concluded that:

The concept of a civilian, nonpartisan commission charged with reviewing the military’s
decision process has merit.... For this to happen, each member of the commission must be
individually perceived as independent of political influence. It would not be difficult to
imagine that a former representative from New J ersey...might not be "perceived" as being

independent when evaluating a major base closure in his state.>!
Unneeded Presidential Influence

In the initial stages of the 1995 BRAC round, the Air Force indicated that it wanted to keep all five of its
air logistics centers (ALCs), most of which were operating at half capacity. The 1995 BRAC
Commission rejected the Air Force proposal to realign the maintenance-depot work, and instead
proposed closing the Sacramento and San Antonio ALCs, the two rated least efficient of the five depots.
However, these two ALCs are in high electoral states, California and Texas, hence, were prime
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candidates for political interference. In this case, President Bill Clinton weighed in claiming that the
BRAC commission recommendations ignored the heavy economic impact of such closures on the two
communities. According to Copley national security news reporter Otto Kreisher, "During his reelection
campaign, President Clinton promised to shield the vote-rich states of California and Texas from the
decisions of the 1995 commission. ... [He] ordered the Air Force to launch a competition that would

‘privatize in place’ a major part of the jobs at the two depots....">? It does not matter that the two ALCs
were eventually closed by 2001 according to the 1995 BRAC Commission recommendation, President
Clinton abused the BRAC process by using it for political gain. This was a key reason the BRAC
process was not revisited for almost a decade following the 1995 BRAC despite the need to reduce the

military infrastructure even more.>>
Disposition Problems of Closed Bases

As mentioned earlier, the contamination at most military bases has been the biggest stumbling block to
transferring bases to the public and recouping money to defray other military expenses. Virtually all of
the contamination at military bases stems from activities that took place before 1980. DoD, therefore, is
liable and legally responsible for remedying the contamination to the extent necessary to protect future
users and the environment. (And, closing a base does not relieve DoD of its clean-up responsibilities.) It
can take DoD many years and billions of dollars to clean up the contamination at all the bases scheduled
for closure. The estimates reflect the high cost of studying, excavating, transporting, treating, and

disposing of contaminated soil and groundwater.>* For example, the Air Force Times reported on 14
April 2003 that, after 13 years of clean-up efforts that have cost a total of $500 million, the land at Fort

Ord, California, is still not available for civilian use.3>

Another reason DoD has not seen as much money in savings as it had projected is because the closed
bases are not being sold. In most cases, closed military bases have just been returned to the local

communities.3® As well, closed bases in prime locations tend to cause a great deal of interest among
numerous parties, sometimes leading to stalemated conflict lasting for years. In the case of the El Toro
Marine Corps Air Station in Southern California, the land-use battle has lasted over ten years. El Toro
encompasses 4,700 acres of prime real estate, and is the biggest military base ever to go up for public
sale. Orange County wanted to use the land to build an international airport. The City of Irvine objected
and insisted on having the land converted to a "great park." Commercial plans call for 3,625 homes as
well as high-tech industrial space to be built on the property. In the end, the Navy may recoup a
significant amount of money for the sale of only 800 acres of the El Toro property to developers by the

General Services Administration - potentially as much as $750 million.3’

Finally, where the property is valuable, there is a greater chance of contention potentially leading to
litigation in court causing a significant property-transfer delay and additional costs. Sorenson
highlighted George AFB as having suffered through 32 lawsuits causing a significant delay in the

transfer of the base property.38
BRAC Commission Successes in the 1990s

In total, the four BRAC commissions to date generated 499 military installation recom-mendations to
include 97 major base closures. (Of note, 48 base recommendations were modified by the following
BRAC commission.) As a result of these actions, DoD estimates that it has reduced its domestic
infrastructure by about 20 percent. The GAO did a cost savings study and determined that DoD has
accrued an estimated $16.7 billion in savings through fiscal year 2001, an increase over prior military
estimates, and should save $6.6 billion in annual recurring savings. These estimates do not include a
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cumulative $1.5 billion cost incurred by the federal government to assist communities affected by the

closure process or the $3.5 billion so far spent for environmental clean-up costs.>® It is clear that the
BRAC process was needed and is working. In fact, with three BRAC commissions in succession, some
institutionalization took place. Sorenson noted that BRAC commission members learned from previous

commissioners’ mistakes, and passed on information from one commission to the next.40

The common concern was that closing a base would adversely affect the local community due to loss of
tax revenue, defense income, base transition costs, and clean-up costs. Military bases are one of the most
common sources of defense dollars, hence, their closure would stop any monies that local businesses

may have received.*! On the other hand, the local communities around Fort Ord are expecting to pay
around $500 million just to improve the installation buildings to make them suitable for new businesses.
Extensive contamination clean-up issues have caused the delay in property transfer at four out of every
five bases. However, numerous studies have found that major base closures have had just the opposite
affect. Despite transition costs, to include improving base facilities and removing contamination, nearly
three-quarters of the 62 communities that underwent major base closures had unemployment rates that

were below the national average in 2001.*? Business Executives for National Security researcher Erik
Pages found that roughly 120,000 jobs were lost by the four rounds of base closures ending in 1995. He
compared that to the announced layoffs of America’s Fortune 500 companies of more than 250,000
workers in just the first six months of 1996! Mark Hooker and Michael Knetter, writing for the National
Bureau of Economic Research, and using a new dataset to analyze county-level employment and
personal income effects from 1971-1994, discovered, on average, that military base closures had not
caused significant economic damage to local communities. What the communities had generally
overlooked was the opportunity cost of resources the bases occupy, principally land, and the fact that

military personnel leaving the area generally had incomes lower than the county average.** As of 2001,
over 500,000 acres of base property has been identified for transfer to federal and nonfederal users. So
far, DoD has completed only around 42 percent of the property transfers. Local communities have
learned from bases closed by previous rounds what and what not to do. According to engineer Danny
Fouladpour, writing for American City & County, planning is the key to success once a base is
scheduled for closure, and the planning should be comprehensive. A commission should be appointed
with an experienced executive to run it. It should work closely with federal, military, and state officials

to ensure a coordinated effort.*>
The Future of Base Closures — BRAC 2005

As early as 1997, the Secretary of Defense began advocating more base closure rounds to Congress. The
GAO reported that despite the significant base closures of four rounds of BRAC commissions since
1988, "DoD continues to maintain a large amount of excess infrastructure, especially in its support
functions.... Each service maintains its own facilities and capabilities for performing many common
support functions and, as a result, DoD has overlapping, redundant, and underutilized infrastructure."
The Secretary of Defense’s 1997 Quadrennial Defense Review discussed the issue of future base
closures in its infrastructure chapter. In his May 1997 report to Congress, Secretary of Defense Cohen
asked Congress to authorize two more BRAC commissions for 1999 and 2001. His recommendation
was subsequently endorsed by the National Defense Panel. The legislation authorizing the three base
closure rounds in the 1990s expired at the end of 1995, meaning DoD’s authority to close or realign
bases reverted to the 1970s legislation, under which it was unable to close any installations. Hence,

Congress was again challenged to come up with a solution regarding excess defense infrastructure.*

Congress was still upset about the political interference of President Clinton in 1995, hence would not
authorize any further base closures while he was President. With the election of George W. Bush in
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2000, the Republican-dominated Congress passed Public Law 107-107 that amended the 1990
legislation to authorize one more round of base closures for 2005. However, this round has been
characterized as the "Mother of all BRACs," as Secretary of Defense Rumsfeld intends it to cut as much
surplus as the previous four rounds combined, to include at least 25 percent of its remaining real estate.
No military bases would be exempt in advance of BRAC commission consideration. All senior military
and civilian leaders in the Pentagon would have a voice in recommending which bases get closed or
realigned. Secretary Rumsfeld views the 2005 BRAC as "a singular opportunity, perhaps the last best

chance in a generation to reshape our infrastructure to optimize military readiness."*’ As such, the
Office of the Secretary of Defense will run the show, vice each of the separate Services as in past
rounds, in order to maximize fairness and jointness. Prior BRAC analyses considered all functions on a

Service-by-Service basis, with no common database or cross-Service value system to do this.*® One
consequence was that the BRAC analyses did not result in the joint examination of functions across the
Services. The Service Chiefs have all now agreed to support a centralized, Pentagon-driven BRAC.

Secretary Rumsfeld sent a memorandum to the Service Secretaries and the Chairman of the Joint Chiefs
of Staff outlining his concept of transformation through base realignment and closure on 15 November
2002. In the memo he stated that, "At a minimum, BRAC 2005 must eliminate excess physical capacity;
the operation, sustainment and recapitalization of which diverts scarce resources from defense
capability." Further, "BRAC 2005 should be the means by which we reconfigure our current
infrastructure into one in which operational capacity maximizes both warfighter capability and
efficiency."” To accomplish the task of identifying the bases DoD recommends be realigned or closed,
Secretary Rumsfeld has created two senior groups, one to oversee and one to operate the BRAC 2005
process. The Infrastructure Executive Council (IEC) will be chaired by the Deputy Secretary of Defense
and composed of the Service Secretaries and Chiefs. It will be the policymaking and oversight body for
the BRAC 2005 process. The subordinate Infrastructure Steering Group (ISG) will be chaired by an
Under Secretary of Defense and composed of the Vice Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff and
Military Department Assistant Secretaries. It will oversee joint cross-servicing analyses of common
business-oriented functions, have authority and responsibility for issuing operating policies, and provide
detailed direction to conduct BRAC 2005. Secretary Rumsfeld directed that, "in accordance with the
force structure plan and selection criteria, the ISG will recommend to the IEC for my approval a broad
series of options for stationing and supporting forces and functions to increase efficiency and

effectiveness."%’
Changes from BRAC 1995

Section 3000 of Public Law 107-107, the National Defense Authorization Act for Fiscal Year 2002,
deals with realignment and closure of military installations. This law amends the Defense Base Closure
and Realignment Act of 1990 with some key provisions. First, DoD is required to prepare a force-
structure plan for the Armed Forces based on an assessment by the Secretary of the probable threats to
national security from 2005-2025. As well, DoD must provide Congress with a comprehensive
inventory of its infrastructure using the force-structure plan. Then, DoD needs to do an analysis of its
needs versus its projected inventory to identify its excess infrastructure. While conducting this analysis,
DoD is advised to consider any efficiencies gained by combining Service missions resulting in "joint

tenancy opportunities.">?

A new key limitation is that the Secretary must certify that the additional round of base closures would
result in annual net savings beginning not later than 2011. As such, DoD must modify its economic
model to produce an accurate analysis showing BRAC savings over time. The GAO is tasked to certify
that the force-structure plan and inventory are accurate, as well as certify the overall need for another
round of base closures. Following GAO’s certifications, the President is authorized to appoint nine
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commissioners (not eight as before) with the advice and consent of the Senate. The commission
termination date was set at 15 April 2006. The Secretary of Defense must submit his list of
recommended closings and realignments to the BRAC 2005 Commission by 16 May 2005, well after
the 2004 presidential elections. The Commission must submit its decisions to the President by 8
September 2005. If the President concurs with the recommendations, he must submit the list to Congress
by 23 September. As a result of the perceived Clinton politicizing the BRAC 1995 process, the BRAC
2005 legislation specifically prohibits "privatization in place." Congress has 45 days from that point to

disapprove the recommendations or the list automatically becomes legal.5 1

One of the most important changes is the selection criteria to be used. This time Congress directed the
Secretary of Defense to ensure that military value is the primary consideration in the making of
recommendations to include: preservation of training and staging areas; preservation of military
installations throughout a diversity of climate and terrain areas in the U.S. for training purposes; high
consideration of joint warfighting, training, and readiness; and, high consideration for contingency,
mobilization, and future total force requirements at locations that support operations and training. The
selection criteria shall also address: the extent and timing of potential costs and savings; the economic
impact on local communities; the ability of local communities to support any additional infrastructure

and forces; and, the impact of costs related to potential environmental restoration, waste management,

and environmental compliance activities.>?

Other new features of the 2005 BRAC include the Secretary of Defense’s ability to retain bases in
inactive status if the Secretary determines that: the installation may be needed in the future for national
security; or, the retention of the installation is in the long-term interests of the U.S. (like the Air Force
ALCs). As well, the BRAC 2005 Commission is not authorized to add any bases to the recommended
list unless at least seven of the nine commissioners agree. Furthermore, the Commission is required to
offer the Secretary of Defense an opportunity to testify at a public hearing regarding any changes by the

Commission to the Secretary’s recommendations.>>

There is already a lot of angst going around regarding BRAC 2005 from lawmakers to scientists. Two
senior members of the House Armed Services Committee want to repeal or change PL107-107 allegedly
because it does not make sense to them that DoD wants to cut infrastructure during a global war on
terrorism and military operations in Iraq. However, perhaps the real concern here is that Representative
Taylor of Biloxi, Mississippi, might lose Keesler Air Force Base because of encroachment by the local
community leading to noise complaints. Taylor claimed that, "Keesler brings $1 billion to the local

economy. We don’t need to lose this base."* It would be unusual if politics did not enter even the
revised BRAC process at some point, so this latest objection comes as no surprise. Sorenson concluded
in his book, Shutting Down the Cold War: The Politics of Base Closure, that, "political clout and

seniority [in Congress] make a difference in protecting states and districts from base closure....">’

The Western Defense Group, an interest group made up of retired government workers, has lobbied
lawmakers and defense officials for years trying to protect the government’s human resources and
technical capabilities to develop, test, and upgrade weapons. With the new round of base closures, DoD
may give up specialized research, testing, and system-integration centers that once lost cannot be

reconstituted.”® Such concerns are common prior to any BRAC commission. It seems that even the
rumor of this latest BRAC has caused the various defense-related interest groups to begin their lobbying
right away.

There are several methods that have been attempted to position a base against closure from changing or
adding new missions to the base, to acquiring significant base infrastructure improvements. Whiteman
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AFB changed from a Minuteman ICBM base to a B-2 bomber base in a key congressional district, and
survived all three BRACs of the 1990s. Sorenson observed that, "Since base-closure decisions are
usually made partly on the basis of the value of the installation, one logical response is to get new

construction that increases the dollar value of the base.">’ DoD has announced the base housing
improvements for 2004, and the Air Force bases with the most improvements may be the ones the Air
Force is worried about losing in 2005, to include Sheppard and Lackland AFBs in Texas, and Seymour-

Johnson AFB in North Carolina.®
BRAC 2005 Assessment

It appears that the bases in jeopardy of being closed as a result of BRAC 2005 are those that have
decrepit infrastructure, a single mission, poor deployment connections, urban encroachment issues, busy
air space and quality of life issues, among other problems. The Washington D.C. metropolitan area is a
target-rich environment for consolidation and closures. More than 100,000 DoD employees work within

50 miles of the White House.>°

With the added responsibility of closing between 20 and 25 percent more of the total military base
capacity, equal to the number of installations closed by the previous four commissions combined,
adding one more commissioner is a good move. Further, if this round is contentious, as each progressive
BRAC round seemed to become and by the objections made by Congressmen already, then having an
odd number of commissioners would seem prudent so there could not be a deadlock within the
commission.

Finally, traditionally it had been the Secretary of Defense who authorized military base closures.
Congress got involved to remove as much of the political influence on the BRAC recommendations as
possible. With the congressional emphasis on jointness, as reflected in the Goldwater-Nichols Defense
Reorganization Act passed by Congress in 1986, the only person qualified to oversee consolidations and
closures based on joint criteria is the Secretary of Defense. So, we have come full circle regarding the
Secretary of Defense closing military bases, but now Congress and the President have a significant input
into the decision-making process.

Notes
1. David Sorenson, Shutting Down the Cold War (New York, St. Martin’s Press, 1998), p.1.

2. Discussed in U.S. Congress pamphlet, Our American Government, 106th Congress, Jan 2000, on

pp. 52 and 53.

3. David Linowes, Creating Public Policy: The Chairman’s Memoirs of Four Presidential
Commissions, (Westport: Praeger, 1998), p. 1.

4. Colton Campbell, “Creating an Angel: Congressional Delegation to Ad Hoc Commissions,”
Congress & the Presidency, Vol. 25, No. 2, (Autumn 1998), pp. 161-62.

5. Campbell, “Creating an Angel,” p. 161.

6. Ibid., pp. 2-4.

7. Linowes, Creating Public Policy, p. 8.

http://www.airpower.maxwell.af. mil/airchronicles/cc/schwalbe. html 5/23/2005



- An Expose on Base Realignment and Closure Commissions Page 12 of 17

DCN: 12008

8. Thomas Wolanin, Presidential Advisory Commissions, (Madison: University of Wisconsin Press,
1975), p. 5.

9. Linowes, Creating Public Policy, p. 10.

10.  Campbell, “Creating an Angel,” p. 5.

11.  Discussed in Fisher’s book, The Politics of Shared Power, on p. 153.

12. Wolanin, Presidential Advisory Commissions, p. 119. Also, all four of Chairman Linowes’
commissions reached unanimity on all recommendations!

13. Fred Thompson, “Why America’s Military Base Structure Cannot Be Reduced,” Vol. 48, No.1
(January/February 1988), pp. 557.

14. U.S. House of Representatives, 1024 Congress, Defense Base Closure and Realignment
Commission Report to the President, (D.C.: Government Printing Office, 1991), p. 17.

15.  Sandra Wozniak, Closure of Military Installations — The Good, Bad, and the Better? (Wright-
Patterson AFB: Air Force Institute of Technology, 23 October 1999), p. 5.

16.  Dr. Sorenson found in his book, Shutting Down the Cold War, that for the BRAC years of 1991-
1995, “there is no evidence that base closure was responsible for even a single congressional or
senatorial defeat in the election years following each round.” (pg. 213) He noted, in fact, that in
the long run base closures “actually helped local economies,” and that the politicians were only
objecting for short-term gains. (pg. 76)

17. U.S. House of Representatives, 101% Congress, Armed Services Committee, Report on the
Defense Secretary’s Commission on Base Realignment and Closure, (February 22, 1989), pp. 38-
39.

18. Ibid,, pp. 16, 17, 28, 51, 73.

19. Discussed in the General Accounting Office report, Military Bases: Lessons Learned from Prior
Base Closure Rounds, (D.C.: Government Printing Office, 1997), p. 9.

20. Ibid., p. 10.

21. U.S. House of Representatives, 102" Congress, p. 19.

22. Sorenson, Shutting Down the Cold War, pp- 35, 206, 208.

23.  Richard Bernardi, “The Base Closure and Realignment Commission: A Rational of Political
Decision Process?,” Public Budgeting & Finance, Vol. 16, No. 1, (Spring 1996), p. 37.

24.  Sorenson, Shutting Down the Cold War, p. 103.

25. U.S. House of Representatives, 10274 Congress, pp. 13, 25, 33-34.

http://www.airpower.maxwell.af. mil/airchronicles/cc/schwalbe.html 5/23/2005



" An Expose on Base Realignment and Closure Commissions Page 13 of 17

DCN: 12008

26. U.S. House of Representatives, 103" Congress, Defense Base Closure and Realignment
Commission Report to the President, (D.C.: Government Printing Office), p. 9.

27.  U.S. House of Representatives, 1041 Congress, Defense Base Closure and Realignment
Commission Report to the President, (D.C.: Government Printing Office, 1995), pp. 15-16.

28. Discussed throughout the General Accounting Office report, Military Bases: Lessons Learned
Jrom Prior Base Closure Rounds, (D.C.: Government Printing Office, 1997). :

29. U.S. House of Representatives, 104t Congress, pp. 24, 149.

30.  Sorenson, Shutting Down the Cold War, p. 46.

31. Bernardi, “The BRAC Commis_sion: A Rational or Political Decision Process?,” p. 42.

32. Otto Kreisher, “The Base Closure Flap,” Air Force Magazine, Vol. 81, No. 7, (July 1998), p. 62.

33.  And now, with the Global War on Terrorism and Operation Iraqi Freedom concurring
simultaneously, it appears that we might be better off if the BRAC commission had gone with the
Air Force recommendation to retain these two ALCs for wartime contingencies.

34.  Stan Phillippe, “Military Base Closure, Cleanup, and Reuse,” CAL/EPA Fact Sheet, (October
2000), p. 2.

35.  Air Force Times Fast Track news brief in 14 April 2003 edition.

36. Tom Philpott, “Critics Say Base Closures Don’t Save Dollars or Make Sense,” Honolulu
Adbvertiser, (January 30, 2003), p. 2.

37. Braden Phillips, “In Selling Calif. Facility, Navy May Have a Base Hit,” Washington Post, (April
3, 2003), p. 21.

38. Sorenson, Shutting Down the Cold War, p. 58.

39.  U.S. General Accounting Office, Military Base Closures: Progress in Completing Actions from
Prior Realignments and Closures, GAO-02-433, (D.C.: Government Printing Office, April 2002),
p- 2.

40.  Sorenson, Shutting Down the Cold War, p. 36.

41. Ibid,, p. 26.

42. Jason Peckenpaugh, “Most Local Communities Recovering From Base Closures,” Government
Executive Magazine - Daily Brief, (April 11, 2002), p. 1.

43. Erik Pages, “The Case for Military Base Closures,” Business Executives for National Security,
(27 May 97), p. 2.

44.  Mark Hooker and Michael Knetter, “Measuring the Economic Effects of Military Base Closures,”

http://www.airpower.maxwell.af. mil/airchronicles/cc/schwalbe.html 5/23/2005



" An Expose on Base Realignment and Closure Commissions Page 14 of 17
DCN: 12008

National Bureau of Economic Research, Working paper No. 6941, (February 1999), pp. 3, 20.

45.  Danny Fouladpour, “Putting Cities and Ease About Closing Military Bases,” American City &
County, (February 1996), pp. 50, 53.

46.  U.S. General Accounting Office, Military Bases: Lessons Learned, p. 5.

47. Sandra Erwin, “’Joint Bases’ Is the Name of the Game in BRAC *05,” National Defense
Magazine, Vol. 87, No. 592, (March 2003), p. 18.

48. Sorenson, Shutting Down the Cold War, p. 174.

49. From Secretary of Defense Donald Rumsfeld’s “Memo on Military Base Closings in 2005,” cited
in Government Executive Magazine, (November 15, 2002), pp. 2-3.

50.  U.S. Congress, National Defense Authorization Act for Fiscal Year 2002, (PL107-107), pp. 347-
349.

51. U.S. Congress, National Defense Authorization Act for Fiscal Year 2002, (PL107-107), pp. 347-
349,

52. Ibid., pp. 349-350.
53. Ibid,, pp. 351-352.

54.  Richard Sia, “Lawmakers Seek to Stop Base Closing Round,” National Journal’s Congressional
Daily, (January 16, 2003), p. 2.

55.  Sorenson, Shutting Down the Cold War, p. 217.

56. Sandra Erwin, “BRAC 05 Threatens Government’s Technology Base,” National Defense .
Magazine, Vol. 87, No. 592, (March 2003), p. 20.

57. Sorenson, Shutting Down the Cold War, p. 51.
58.  Air Force Times, “Fast Track,” Vol. 63, No. 38, (April 14, 2003), p. 5.
59. Erwin, “’Joint Bases’,” p. 20.
Selected Bibliography
Books

Fisher, Louis. The Politics of Shared Power. College Station: Texas A&M University Press,
1998.

Linowes, David F. Creating Public Policy: The Chairman’s Memoirs of Four Presidential
Commissions. Westport: Praeger, 1998.

http://www.airpower.maxwell.af. mil/airchronicles/cc/schwalbe html 5/23/2005



* An Expose on Base Realignment and Closure Commissions Page 15 of 17
DCN: 12008

Sorenson, David S. Shutting Down the Cold War. New York: St. Martin’s Press, 1998.

Wolanin, Thomas R. Presidential Advisory Commissions. Madison: University of
Wisconsin Press, 1975.

Journals
Bernardi, Richard A. "The Base Closure and Realignment Commission: A Rational or
Political Decision Process?" Public Budgeting & Finance, Vol. 16, No. 1, (Spring 1996),
pp. 37-48.

Campbell, Colton. "Creating an Angel: Congressional Delegation to Ad Hoc
Commissions," Congress & the Presidency, Vol. 25, No. 2, (Autumn 1998), pp. 161-182.

Cohen, Jeffrey E. "Presidential Control of Independent Regulatory Commissions Through
Appointment," Administration & Society, Vol. 17, No. 1, (May 1985), pp. 61-69 .

Erwin, Sandra. ""Joint Bases’ Is the Name of the Game in BRAC ’05," National Defense
Magazine, Vol. 87, No. 592, (March 2003), pp. 18-20.

Erwin, Sandra. "BRAC °05 Threatens Government’s Technology Base," National Defense
Magazine, Vol. 87, No. 592, (March 2003), pp. 20-21.

Fouladpour, Danny. "Putting Cities at Ease About Closing Military Bases," American City
& County, (February 1996), pp. 48-56.

Hooker, Mark A. and Knetter, Michael M. "Measuring the Economic Effects of Military
Base Closures," National Bureau of Economic Research, Inc, Working Paper No.6941,
(Febraury 1996), 30 pgs.

Kreisher, Otto. "The Base Closure Flap," dir Force Magazine, Vol. 81, No. 7, (July 1998),
pg. 60.

Lockwood, David E. "Military Base Closures: Time for Another Round?," Congressional
Research Service, RL30051, (March 2001), 8 pgs.

McCutcheon, Chuck. "Lawmakers Seek to Avoid Closures by Pumping Money into
Military Bases," CQ Weekly, Vol. 60, No. 32, (August 10, 2002), pp. 2190-2192.

Thompson, Fred. "Why America’s Military Base Structure Cannot Be Reduced," Public
Administration Review, Vol. 48, No. 1, (January/F ebruary 1998), pp.557-564.

Articles
Air Force Times. "Fast Track," Vol. 63, No. 38, (April 14, 2003), pg. 5.

Burns, Robert. "New Base Closings Likely to be Broader," Chicago Tribune, (December
21, 2002).

Management Agenda. "Defense Secretary Donald Rumsfeld’s Memo on Military Base

http://www.airpower.maxwell.af.mil/airchronicles/cc/schwalbe.html 5/23/2005



* An Expose on Base Realignment and Closure Commissions Page 16 of 17
DCN: 12008

Closings in 2005," Government Executive Magazine, (November 15, 2002).

Pages, Erik R. "The Case for Military Base Closures," Business Executives for National
Security, May 27, 1997).

Peckenpaugh Jason. "Most Local Communities Recovering From Base Closures,"
Government Executive Magazine- Daily Brief, (April 11, 2002).

Phillippe, Stan. "Military Base Closure, Cleanup, and Reuse," CAL/EPA Fact Sheet,
(October 2000).

Phillips, Braden. "In Selling Calif. Facility, Navy May Have Base Hit," Washington Post,
(April 3, 2003).

Philpott, Tom. "Critics Say Base Closures Don’t Save Dollars or Make Sense," Honolulu
Advertiser, (January 30, 2003).

Sia, Richard H.P. "Lawmakers Seek to Stop Base Closmg Round," National Journal’s
Congressional Daily, (January 16, 2003).

Government Publications
Committee on Armed Services, 101st Congress. Report of the Defense Secretary’s
Commission on Base Realignment and Closure: 25 Years of Civilian Reuse. D.C.:
Government Printing Office, 1989.

DefenseLink. Base Closures and Realignments. Internet site: www.defenselink.mil

United States Congress. National Defense Authorization Act for Fiscal Year 2002. (Public
Law 107-107). Internet site: http//:frwebgate.access.gpo.gov.

United States Congress. Our American Government. D.C.: Government Printing Office,
2000.

United States General Accounting Office. Military Base Closures: Progress in Completing
Actions from Prior Realignments and Closures. GAO-02-433. D.C.: Government Printing
Office, April 2002.

United States General Accounting Office. Military Bases: Lessons Learned From Prior
Base Closure Rounds. GAO/NSIAD-97-151. D.C.: US Government Printing Office, 1997.

United States House of Representatives, 10274 Congress. Defense Base Closure and
Realignment Commission Report to the President. D.C.: Government Printing Office, 1991.

United States House of Representatives, 1031 Congress. Defense Base Closure and
Realignment Commission Report to the President. D.C.: Government Printing Office, 1993.

United States House of Representatives, 104t Congress. Defense Base Closure and
Realignment Commission Report to the President. D.C.: Government Printing Office, 1995.

http://www.airpower.maxwell.af.mil/airchronicles/cc/schwalbe.html 5/23/2005



" An Expose on Base Realignment and Closure Commissions Page 17 of 17
DCN: 12008

Wozniak, Sandra M. Closure of Military Installations - The Good, The Bad, TheBetter?
Wright-Patterson AFB: Air Force Institute of Technology, 23 October 1999.

Briefings
Kohler, Hans. "2005 BRAC Legislation." January 2002.

Office of the Secretary of Defense. "Base Realignment and Closure: FY 2002 Update."
February 23, 2002.

United States Air Force. "SAF/IA — BRAC 2005." August 6, 2001.

Disclaimer

The conclusions and opinions expressed in this document are those of the author cultivated in the
freedom of expression, academic environment of Air University. They do not reflect the official position
of the U.S. Government, Department of Defense, the United States Air Force or the Air University.

[dir & Space Power Chronicles Home Page | Feedback? Email the Editor ]

http://www.airpower.maxwell.af. mil/airchronicles/cc/schwalbe.html 5/23/2005



